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LONDON, APRIL 15, 1871. 
ers eee 

Mr. WICKENS is to be the new Vice-Chancellor, and 
will be sworn in on Monday. Like Mr. Justice Hannen, 
Mr, Wickens has never “taken silk.” Of his appoint- 
ment there is little more to be said than that it will 
give general satisfaction, except perhaps to a few 
Queen’s Counsel who would have preferred a selection 
from among the silk-gownsmen, because it must have set 
afloat a certain amount of senior business. Mr. Wickens 
is one of the soundest lawyers at either bar, besides being 
anusually versed in equity pleading, and he cannot fail 
to make an excellent Vice-Chancellor. Like Sir W. M. 
James, he gave great satisfaction as judge of the Lan- 
caster Chancery Court. 





THE QUESTION of the re-hearing of the Purchas ap- 
peal will come before the Judicial Committee on the 
26th instant. There has been so much misapprehension 
as to what has actually taken place in the case, that our 
readers may be glad to know exactly how the matter 
stands. On the 23rd February last the Committee gave 
“judgment” against Mr. Parchas, declaring it to be 
illegal for him to wear the alb, &c., at the communion 
service, or to stand during the prayer of consecration 
with his back to the people. But this so-called judg- 
ment consisted—as is always the case with the Judicial 
Committee—merely of the reasons in detail for the report 
which the Committee were about to make to her Majesty 
in Council, and for the advice they were prepared to 
give her. Before, however, they made their report 
or at all events before her Majesty had acted upon it by 
issuing an Order in Council, admonishing Mr. Purchas to 
abstain from the practices declared to be illegal; he 
presented a petition not to the Committee but to the 
Queen, for a rehearing of the appeal; alleging, among 
¢ther grounds, that the “judgment” was wrong in 
point of law. On this petition the parties were 
ordered to attend before the Committee last Saturday 
fortnight, and out of respect for the tribunal they did 
attend. But when the matter was looked into it turned 
out that the Committee had nothing before them 
of which they could take cognizance. For Mr. Purchas’ 
petition was not to them but to the Queen, and until 
she thought fit to refer it back to the Committee, they 
had nothing whatever to do with it. She has now re- 
ferred it back, under the advice, ic may be presumed, of 
her ministers ; and in yesterday’s 7imes a correspondent 
shows a pardonable curiosity as to which minister it is 
whose advice has prevailed against the considered judg- 
ment of Lord Chancellor Hatherley. Her Majesty, might, 
of course, have simply refused to listen to Mr. Pur- 
chas’ petition at all, but she has taken the more generous 
alternative. Still, even now it by no means follows 


that any rehearing upon the legal merits of the recent 
judgment will be permitted, although, inasmuch as one 
of the grounds alleged in the petition for rehearing is 
that the former judgment is erroneous, it may be difficult 
to provent Mr, Purchas’ counsel from re-opening the 





whole controversy. So far, therefore, as matters have . 
gone as yet, there can be no doubt that Mr. Purchas has 
“scored” against his opponents. 


WHEN COMMENTING, a few weeks ago (ante p. 285) 
upon some of the oddities of the Married Women’s. Pro— 
perty Act, 1870, we observed that if judges are to award 
the nearest approach to justice which the Act aHows, 
they must in cases arising under section 1 bestow some 
pains on the question whether or no the words “ sepa- 
rately from her husband ” apply tothecircumstances before 
them. Whether or no a particular occupation in which the 
wife engages is carried on by her “separately from her 
husband,” is a question of fact to be decided in each case; 
but if judges decline the labour of weighing it, and 
merely rush to the affirmative conclusion, they will do a 
good deal of injustice and facilitate a good deal of con- 
nubial swindling. The wife can never be sued in the 
county court, and the husband can only be sued where 
the occupation in which her obligation arose was not 
“ separately ” carried on. A case which we reported last 
week from the Lambeth County Court illustrates the 
matter, though the point arose on a different plea. A 
wife sued claiming a certain sum for keep and mainte- 
nance of the defendant’s child, which she had been 
nursing. It appeared that the defendant had been in the 
habit of paying the money for this service sometimes to 
the plaintiif and sometimes to her husband; and the 
defendant produced the husband’s receipt for part of the 
amount claimed. On these facts the judge seems to have 
jumped at once to the conclusion that this was a case 
within section 1 of the Act: he ruled that the husband’s 
receipt was of no use, and gave judgment for the whole 
amount claimed. It seems very probable that this ser- 
vice, being rendered in what was prima facie at any rate 
the husband’s establishment and maintained by him, 
would not be fairly described as a transaction “ separate 
from the husband”: the result would very likely have 
been reversed if the judge had taken the same pains 
over the “ separation ”’ question as he seems to have taken 
in another case reported this week. However, we have 
noted the case, not on account of itsown merits, but for 
the sake of drawing attention again to the vital impor- 
tance of a point which seems in danger of being ne- 
glected. This question of separation is the important 
question under the Act, and judges must not charge it 
blindfold. 





THE REVEREND Mr. PurcHAs is much exercised in 
spirit by the circumstance that the Dean of Westminster 
ventnred last week to sanction the performance of Bach’s 
Passion music at evening prayer in Westminster Abbey. 
How comes it, he asks in a letter to the 7'imes, that Dean 
Stanley may do this, and yet that he, Mr. Purchas, has 
been heavily mulcted in costs for causing the 7¢ Deum, 
the Litany of our Lord, and the Litany of the Passion to 
be sung on a similar occasion in bis own “freehold 
chapel”? at Brighton? And if he had been heavily 
mulcted in the manner and for the reason he supposes we 
should have re-echoed his inquiry. But in trath neither 
the Dean of the Arches nor the Judicial Committee had 
auy such charge before them. The only articles which 
can give the least colour to Mr. Purchas’ complaint are 
as follows :— 

1. “That on a certain occasion (to wit on Sunday 
morning November I, 1868), you, the said Rev. John 
Purchas, caused a group of acolytes to stand or kneel 
around you, and a person called the crucifer to stand 
byjthe side of you bearing a crucifix or gilt cross with 
the figure of the Saviour thereon, as a matter of cere- 
mony, during the reading by you, of the Gospelia the 
Communion Service; that on certain occasions (to wit 
on Easter Eve, 1869, Saturday evening, May 15, 1869, 
andon Whit Sunday evening, May 16, 1869), the “ Ze 
Deum” being on cach of such oocasions sung as a part 
of the evening service immediately after the evening 
prayers, the congregation remaining in the Charch 
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during abe. singing . thereof, you the ssid ‘Rev.’ John 
*Purchas during the singing thereof, caused the, seid, 
crucifer with his said crucifix. and. the .bearers and 
banners, to, stand. hplding.,the same, as 4 matter .of ,cexe- 
mony, near to'you, the said ;Rey. gohn Purchas, and.in 
front of, the haly table.” i - 

2. A similar chagge of sanctioning an, illegal. procession 
-while a ‘bymn,was being, sung .after evening prayer, and 
as part of thesepwice, _, 

It will be observed . that: the charges are not that 
Mr. Pyrehas caused the Ze. Deum and the hymy 
to be sung, after evening prayer, as he lawfully 
might have done, but that, while the, singing . was 
going on and the service was, not concluded, he per-; 
formed,,or, permitted to be performed, certain ceremonial. 
acts whjch Sir Robert Phillimore rightly, we doubt ;not,. 
considered illegal under the rples laid downyin ‘Westerton. 
v. Liddell and Martin v. Mackonochie. , 

It is tobe, lamented that Mz. Purchas did not take 
the troyble to-find out of; what -offences, he ‘had really 


been convicted before he, sent his letter to: the Times.’ 


Hymns gf all kinds, s0 long as. they convey no: doctrine . 
contrary to the Articles,.are perfectly legal—zat allevents, 
at the beginning: and, at the,closé of. our churchiseryices, 
as well,as during ‘the interval: where the Rubric pre- 
scribes the anthem. Dean-Stanley may therefore repeat 


his last week’s service, if he pleases, without any fear of ; 


penal consequences. 





TIME* G6ES ON, and though various furnblings reach 
the outer world of what- goes ofi‘within ‘the Judicaturé 

Commistion, ‘there ‘are‘no further signs of thé looked-for 
report, The’ trath ‘probably is, that the Commission is 
too big.* If wé niistake hdt most, if‘not all,’of the Com- 
missions’ which have really done anything have been 
Commissions of five members or thereabouts. ‘One of the‘ 
Judicature Commissiontrs ‘ha# been heard to say that the 
best thing to be done would’ be, tliat the* Cominlssion 
should be dissolved er re-appointed with half its present 
number of members?" / 





SUSPENDING, A RIGHT .OF ACTION. 

Few things in the histoty of our law are more curious 
than the mawneér in* which legal doctrinés, the clearest, 
the most time-honoured, the most unquestioned doctrines, 
seemingly as firm and unyielding’ as a rock, aré in pro- 
cess of ‘time comes, ty a sdrt’ of gradual érosion, till 
little is left of t a name, 

No rule of law has ever. beef more firmly established 
than the rule that'a right of action cannot, by the act of 
the parties, be suspended, but that once taken away, even 
for a moment, it is gone for ever. Estates, rights of pro- 
perty, things in possession, may be transferred, divided, 
modified, and qualified in a thousand ways. But a thing 
purely personal, such as a right of action, is one and indi. 
visible, ean neither be aliened nor altered. Every attempt 
to de al with a thing in action in. any way contravening 
this rule ended in defeat, ‘The act done was always held 
to do less than it was intended to do, held simply inopera- 
tive; or'to do more than it was intended to do, held to 
destroy the right of action absolutely and for ever. This 
doctrine was avery arbitrary one, worked much injustice, 
and caused mich dissatisfaction. But it nevertheless re- 
céived what {s after all the strongest of all testimonies to 
its validity as law, the unwilling obedience of the Courts. 
Let us see now how far the rale remains in actual 
operation. 


It may be well first to notice one or two doctrines of 
law, connected with the one of which we speak, which 
are not really exceptions to it. In the. first place,the 
rule applied only to the suspension of rights of action iby, 
act of the parties ; suspension by act. of, the law was 
always recognised as admissible. For example, if war 
were to break out to-morrow between England and France 
all rights of action now vésted in French subjects against 





; Englishinen would be suspended during the, wary | and... 


would revive with the return of peace... 

Again, the curiously subtle and ingenious distinctions 
:drawn: by the courts with regard to what are and.what 
are not releases, between covenants not to sue couched 


| in one form of words and those couched ‘in another, ‘are ‘ 


nq, exceptions to the rale of which we speak, but, on the 
contrary, took their rise from that rule, and were, in fact, | 
efforts to mitigate ‘its harshness without infringing it. 

A covenant not to sue for a debt for a limited time or 
till the happening of a given event, was no answer to an ,, 
action forthwith brought for the debt ; for. to. have 
allowed it as an answer would have been to allow the 
debt to be suspended, and, therefore, extinguished: 
‘Thimbleby v. Barron (3 M, & W. 269). A covenant-not 
,to sue for a débt’ for a ‘limited time, followed by a pro- 
.viso that, if an action be brought the covenant may be 
pleaded in bar, is an ahswer td an action. ‘Why ? Be- 
cause, as construed by the courts, the proviso from the 
moment it comes into operation, that is to,say fromthe 
moment an action is brought in contravention of, ithe . 
covenant, is a release of'the'debt absolutely and for ever, j. 
(Gibbons v, Vouillon 8 CO, P..488).« An absolute;and un- 4; 
qualified.covenant not to sue, not limited either,in respect, , 
of, time or otherwise, might. always be pleaded jin bar,.,' 
either (as it was said in some of theolder cases) because: » 
it was to be construed as a release, or (as it is always put 

in the later cases) to avoid circuity of action, because 

if the creditor after entering into such a covenant were 
allowed to sue his debtor and recover the amount of his. 
debt, the dehtor, would.be entitled to sue his creditor and 
recover back precisely the same amount as damages for’) , 
breach of the covenant -not-to-sue._..All these distinctions 
have been dyawn With:a full regard to, and. indeed im » 
consequence of the strict rule, of law which: prohibits the: 
suspension of a right of agtion, by the ackof the parties, - ri 

The earliest real. exception, and until very lately the-» . 
only established exception. to. this. rule, was ,that.by rer «: 
ceiving a bill or other negotiable instrunvgnt on account 
of adebt, the right to sue for thejdebt was suspetided: 
during the currency of the bill, At the maturity of thei : 
bill, if it was duly,paid, the debt was extinguished by. 
payment ; if the bill was dishonoured, the right to sue 
for the original.debt revived. This rule is plainly incon- 
sistent with the general doctrine of which we-are 
speaking. Its introduction dates from, the period when the ; 
law merchant was commonly regarded.as being, and toa. 
certain extent, from the mode .in which the Courts dealt 
with. it, really was, something quite apart from the com- 
mon.law, the ordinary law of the Jand.., At, that time; . 
a rule prevalent among. mercantile men ag,to, bills of , 
exchange or other matters specially belonging to the- 
domain of the law merchant often received very easy + 
recognition from our courts, however repugnantit might, - 
be tothe most cherished principlesofthecommop law, ,The-, 
courts which, in deference to the law merchant had ,ad-- 
(mitted that a right of action might be assigned, by the , : 
mogic of a bill of exchange, might well allow.it,to be , 
snegnnied by the same means. 

But the recent case of Newington v. Levy (18, W. R. 
1198; in Ex. Ch, 19 W. R. 473) has introduced another , tt 
and much wider exception to, the general rule of law.;, «i 
One of the questions considered in that case, was whether , ; 
‘a release of a debt. might be made subject to,a condition |, | 
subsequent so as.to be a bar\to an action for the debt. ; 
until: the happening of the condition, and to,cease to be, . 
any such bar on the happening of the condition. In that. . 
case a deed of arrangement between a debtor and hig-,,, ; 


contained a proviso that .if.default should, be made in.; 


. payment, of the composition,the deed should become void... o% 


The question to be considered, was whether onthe one , 


' hand the release, and on, the, other the proviso ay 


it was to have full affect given.to it, whether the debte- 
were barred so long as the composition was duly,paid,and 
whether they revived when default was made. The Cours. 


aj 


is 


4 


osu 
creditors provided for the payment of acompgsition upomthe ;, 5 \o 
debtg,; it contained a release.of the debtor;,and it further iq ‘edo 


va 
t 
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se ~ of, Common_ Pleas decided that both the release and the 


i Ns It must have, often happened that a voluntary | 


«proviso were Willes, J., in delivering judg- 
ment, said, “ o difficnlty, in upholding a release | 
* with a condition p sabecanent, in accordance with the su 

, gestion of Ma ale, J. -, in Gibbons v: Vouillon (8 C. 5 


Woes 


, payment, good at, the time as extinguishing the debt, has 
De wk rendered void « matter subsequent, as in the event 
bankruptcy of t ebtor, and an election by his 


j | assignees to treat the payment as a fraudulent preference;, 


re 


» aad it has, never. been successfully contended that the’ 
debt did not thereby revive. : Indeed, the contrary is 
anvolved in the decigign of, . Pri itchard v. Hitchcock (6 
1. & G. 151), We can see no substantial distinction be- 
"teen the -case of a payment avoided by subsequent 
. events and a release so avoided. This is not a case 
of temporary suspension like "Ford v. Beech (11 Q, B. 852); 


_ but a case in which the release will be for ever opera- 


‘to the clear iritention of thé parties.” 


{+ 


tive, unless itself subsequently avoided. The distinction 
jis fine, but it is supported ‘by analogy, pnd, it gives effect 
This judgment 
was affirmed in the Exchequer Chamber; and though, in 
the view taken by some members f, the Court, it was 
' probably unnecessary to decide whether a oleae may be 


made subject to a: ‘condition subsequent, none of the 


wo 


. judges expressed any dissent from the doctrine of the 
‘Common Pleas. , ‘Blackburn, J., who discussed the matter 
at some length, arrives at his conclusion by a somewhat 
_ different process from ‘Willes, J. He says that a release 


, Subject to,a condition sebsequent is really a covenant 


i 


W 


MH 


ou 


_ “ig pleadable i in bar to avoid circuity of action. 


aa 


not to sue, su ject to a defeasance, which, till defeated, 
But his 
.practigal conclusion i is the same—that a right of action 
Fo by the act of the parties, be so dealt with as to be | 


to- ay and revived to-morrow. Willes, > is cer- | 
Si “eainly right in saying that the distinction now drawn is 


a fine one. It i is simply this:—-You cannot suspend your 
right to sue till the happening of an event (Hurd v. 
Beech, 11 Q, B. 852), but you can release it on the 
terms that the release shall cease to operate on the. 
“happening of the event. A covenant not to sue unless 
and until a given event shall happen is no bar tio an ac- 
tion (Ray v. Jones, 138 W. R. 1018, 19 C.B. N.S, 416). A 
general covenant not to sue, with a proviso that the, 
covenant shall become void on the happening of the 
event, .is a bar. 

We are now in a position to see how far the old doc- 
trine of law which forbids the suspension of a right of 


iauaetion tem¥ins int fotce: The only waysin which we can 


imagine. anybody wishing to suspend a right of action 
are either ynbil the: lapse of a certain time or until the 
‘happening of an: uncertain event. With regard to the 
‘latter case ib may fairly be said that the case of Nerwing- 
ton v. Levy; has »practically abolished the old rule altoge- 
‘ther, ‘war the “future, by using appropriate Words and 
taking care to avoid the use of dangerous ones, a man may 
‘deprive himself of the power of enforcing a right,of action 
unless and until any event which he chooses to name shall 
, happen...In other words, he may suspend his , tight, of 
action till the happening of that.eyent. As to suspension | 
of a right of action for.a time certain, this may always be 
effected by receiving a bill of exe ange in respect of it. 
It is probably still law that.a right of action gannot be 


be ait ee for a tinie certain without the intervention of 
a bill xchange. 


But this is about the only fragment . 
ol of thé ld Jay, , 
The a andfe it doctrine that you cannot suspend a right 
n will no doubt continue to be found, as broadly. 
ver. in those cemeteries for dead law, the text, 


’ i% ta i 
_ books, But as a living and active portan of the Jaw. it’ 


{ 


BY ¢ 


| i ¢we hundred anid seventy li 


i 


se almost ceased to exist, 


ye 





er 


6 ver one’ thoasind 
appear. U.S5' 
— hae Casz.+It has been arranged: that the’ 
ehhene case shall come before Lord Chief Justice 
Bowl the Court at fren Pleas on Tuesday, the 9th of May. 


Ina San Pinhiliads land endants and 


BRINCIPLES, UPON WHICH: THE,COURT OF CHAN- 
eCERY . INTERFERES, BETWEEN, ‘PARENT AND 
¢ CHELD,, ~. vamti -, pate 
tc? @ to ral I. 

' It’ thatters Rittle’how the jurisdiction ‘of the Court of 
Chahodty to ’cohtrol’ the ‘common law tiglfts' of’ parents 
‘over their children originated. As some HA¥é Shpposed, 
upon’ thé abolition of the Court of Waris "it ‘devolved 
upon’ the Great Seal, though Lord Eldon considered this 
‘solution impossible, having regard to what the fanctions 
of that Court were (De Mannéville v. De Manveville, 10 
Ves.'52). Probably, in the langtage of Lord’ Cottenham 
(Re ‘Spetice,-2°Ph. 247); it'exists' by virtue of the prero- 
gative which belongs to the Sovereign ‘a3 ‘paren? patric, 
and the exercise of which is deleyated to the Grkat Seal. 
At all events, it is founded on the obvious Wecessity that 
; the law should place somewhere the care'of * ‘persons who 
cannot take care of themselves, partichlarly in cases 
where it is clear that some authority should be’ thrown 
around them ( Wellesley v. Duke of Beaufort, '2 Russ. 1), 
and thus it seems to be one of those subjects which, un- 
provided for by the common law, the Court of Chancery 
assumes the cognisance of, under a sort of “ title "by com- 
* mon occupancy.” - 

It is now established that the jurisdiction of the Court 
to interfere between parent and child where the parent 
is not doing his duty by the child is not confined to cases 
where there is property (Re Spence, sup.). Tf, however, 
there be no property, there must be some provision for 
)‘the child from ah external soutce, or the*Cobré cannot 
|aict. It i8 not from any want'of ‘ability that the Court 
| does not act whére' there is neither ‘propetty W6r provision, 
but ffom ‘want of méans to éxercisé its*jurisfictidn. The 
' Court cannot take ‘on itself the maifitenance of all the 
| children in the kingdom.‘ It can exetcisé this' jurisdic- 
| ‘tion usefully and profitably only Where it' has the means 
of ‘doing so} that is to say, applying’ property for the use 
anil ‘maintenance of ‘the child ( Wellesley ‘v.* Duke of 
Betufort; sup.). It is enough if it be certain dr'probable 
that'-a ‘sufficient provision for the maintenanée of the 
child is or can and will be made (7homas v. Roberts. 3 
De G.'& Sm.'77T).’ But the provision must be sdme solid 
irrevocable provision, by which’ the child can bé brought up 
‘if a’ matnér ‘suitable to its fature ‘prospects USackson v. 
Hankey, Jac! 264n.): In Re Fynit (De G. & Sth. 457) a 
deéd of cévenant’by the inifarit’s tiother- ih-law tb provide 
during her life forthe m&intenancé and educatton of the 
child was thought to be’ instifficierlt to justify the Courtin 
interfering.’ In’ Cruise''v. Orby Hunter’ (2° Bio. C. C 
500 n.)"a personal undertaking onlywas required, ac- 
cording to the réport, but it ‘would’ geénf that in"that case 
the infant had some propérty of his own (Re Fynn, sup.). 
If it appeared that a child was Wholly dependent on its 
parent for support, the Court, on'a case being made out 
for its interference, would find itself placed in a painful and 
difticult position, as it possesses nd jurisdiction to compel 
the parent to maintain the child’if taken’ out of his cus- 
tody. Where, however, the quéstion is ‘a8 to'the particular 
tenets of religion’in'which a éhild ohght’ td bé brou pS 
up, the spirit of feligfous’ partisatiship will always in 
strangers td make dn ample provision for the edtication a 
‘the child'‘in‘thé" patticular form ‘of faith in which the 
Court decides it ouglit to be reared. y : 

fe ~ hitherto spoken of the original jurisdiction 
tent andchild. It will be remembered, however, 

i Be e*Court now possesses, by virtue of Talfourd’s Act 

Vict, c. 54), an absolute authority over children 


#! ' dicw sesbeot? 








sie séyen years of age, and a larger power than it had 
before the passing of that Act’ with freard to children 
Ph. 
the other . hand, the jurisdiction conferred’ on 
Court of ‘Divorce and Matrimonial Causes by recent 
] legislation does not in the smallest degree affect the 


above that age’ (Warde v. Warde, 2 787. ) On 


the 


jurisdiction of the Court of Chancery, (Re Curtis, T 





W. R, 464.) 
We propose in the first instance to enumerate the cases 
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in which a father has been deprived of, or held to be dis- 
entitled to, the custody of hisown children upon grounds 
personal to himself. It is a very serious thing indeed to 
interfere with the common law rights of a father over 
his children. But it must be remembered that these 
rights are conferred by the law with a view to the 
performance by the father of his duties towards 
them, and in a sense, on condition of performing those 
Guties. Accordingly, the Court cannot, in the 
language of Vice-Chancellor Kindersley in Re Curtis 
(sup.) interfere with a father’s custody of his own 
children, simply upon the ground that it would 
be most for their benefit to interfere. To warrant the re- 
moval of children from the custody of the father, a case 
roust be made out either of moral turpitude, or such a 
degree of cruelty, as to render him unfit to have the 
management. Or as Vice-Chancellor Knight-Bruce put 
itin Re Fynn (sup.) the Court must be satisfied that 
the father has so conducted himself, or placed himself in 
such a positicn as to render it not merely better for his 
children, but essential to their safety or welfare that the 
father’s rights should be controlled. It is not the degree 
of guilt in the father which the Court looks at, so much 
as the risk of contamination. Thus, in Ball v. Ball 
(2 Sim. 35) the Court declined to take children out of 
the custody of their father, who was separated from his 
wife and living in adultery, it not appearing that they 
were exposed tocontamination, or being educated otherwise 
tban properly. It has been said that the cases in which the 
Court does intervene are those in which the father’s mind 
and moral views have become so perverted that, by in- 
culcating them, the children would be seriously and 
detrimentally affected as members of society (Re Curtis, 
sup.). The leading case in this branch of our subject is 
Wellesley v. Duke of Beaufort (sup.), where profligacy, 
adultery, and profanity were held to disentitle a father 
to the custody of his children. Warde v. Warde (sup.) is 
a similar case. In Shelley v. Westbrooke (Jac. 266) the 
ground was the impiety and irreligion of the father, an 
avowed Atheist (the Poet Shelley), and in Anen. (2 Sim. 
N. S. 69) the imputation of an abominable offence. In 
such cases an inquiry will be directed to what person or 
persons, other than the father, willing to undertake the 
same, the custody of the children, and the care of their 
maintenance and education, should be committed, and the 
father will be restrained from applying for the writ of 
habeas corpus (Warde v. Warde, sup.). 

Again, a father may be deprived of the custody of his 
children, although not in the least degree immoral, be- 
cause he is in the habit of treating them with cruelty, 
or with an habitual harshness which amounts to cruelty 
(Re Curtis, sup.). In Re Fynu (sup.), the Court ex- 
pressed a determination to refer it to the master to ap- 
prove of ascheme for the custody, residence, maintenance, 
and education of the children, providing for a limited 
access of the father, because upon the whole of the evi- 
dence before the court he appeared to be a person to 
whose guardianship or care every reasonable man having 
an option would strongly object to entrust a child. This 
determination was arrived atapart from any question as to 
the pecuniary means of the father, which were apparently 
insufficient for the purpose of maintaining his children 
suitably to their expectations. 

The Court will not appoint a guardian as against the 
father merely because the father is too poor to bring up 
his child suitably, nor, as we have already seen, because 
the removal would be for its general benefit (Re Curtis 
sup.). Butina case where the father, who was a man 
of small means, had allowed his children to live with 
and be brought up by their aunt, who was the trustee of 
their fortunes, bequeathed to them by her mother, and 
had a discretionary power for their maintenance, the 
Court, on his presenting a petition praying that the 
children might be restored to him, directed a reference to 
inquire by whom, and by what expense they had, until 
then, been maintained and educated, and whether the 
father was of sufficient ability to educate them in as 





beneficial a manner ; and if not, to approve cf a schelte 
for their education during their minorities. (Lyons ¥, 
Blenkin, Jac. 245). The ratio decidendi appears to 
have been, that after allowing the children to he 
brought up with expectations founded upon a particular 
species of maintenance and education which he himself 
could not afford to give them, the father was not, accord. 
ing to the principles of the Court, at liberty to take them 
from the coarse of education which they had, until then, 
pursued. It would seem as if a father would not be per. 
mitted capriciously to deprive his children of those bene- 
fits which he had previously acquiesced in their enjoying, 
So in Powell v. Cleaver (2 Bro. 499), where benefits were 
given to achild on condition that it should be educated 
in a particular manner, the father was not allowed to 
defeat the gift (see Fagnani v. Selwyn, Jac. 268 n,), 
And it has been laid down that, where a child has a for- 
tune independent of its father, it shall receive a suitable 
education ; and the prejudice or caprice of the 
parent or (Ze parte Warner, 4 Bro. C. C. 101) 
mere poverty, as we have seen, of the father is no 
ground for the appointment of a guardian. In Wilcor 
v. Drake (2 Dick. 631), reported thus, “ The father being 
insolvent, it was referred to the master to approve of a 
person to have the care of his infant son,” it appears 
(Jac. 250 n.), that the order was made by consent, 
Where, however, the father had long resided abroad in 
embarrassed circumstances, being, in fact, an outlaw, 
and threatened to take his son away from the school to 
which he had teen put by his father in-law, 
and carry him abroad, upon some strong affidavits 
respecting the circumstances and conduct of the 
father the Court ordered that the child should be placed 
under the care of two gentlemen, who undertook the care 
of his person and education, and restrained the father 
from removing his son out of the jurisdiction (Cruise v, 
Orby Hunter, 2 Bro. C. C, 500 n., 2 Cox, 242). 

We come next to the cases in which the Court has 
interfered between parent and child upon religious 
grounds, or with reference to the particular form of re- 
ligion in which the child ought under the circumstances 
to be brought up. But here it is proper that we should 
pause. 








RECENT DECISIONS. 


EQUITY. 
ASSIGNMENT OF CHOSE IN ACTION—DEBENTURES. 


Re South Essex Estuary and Reclamation Company. Ex 
parte Chorley, V.C.M., 19 W. R. 430. 


A contract not originally binding may become so in 
equity, by judgment suffered in an action brought upon 
it, because the party to be charged is deemed to have 
adopted the contract by suffering judgment to pass, In 
Williams v. St. George’s Harbour Company (6 W. BR. 
609), the promoters of an undertaking agreed with a 
landowner that in consideration of the withdrawal of his 
opposition to a bill then pending, they would buy land 
of him upon certain terms, The bill passed, after which | 
the landowner brought an action against the company 
for breach of the agreement. By arrangement, the 
company suffered judgment, and it was held that the 
company thereby recognised the validity of and adopted 
the agreement, whether it was binding or not originally. 

Again, in Hulett’s case (10 W. R. 226), debentures 
were issued by a company to one who was an honorary 
director, in payment for work done. He assigned the 
debentures for valuable consideration to a third person,. 
who had no notice that the assignor was an honorary 
director. The assignee brought an action in the name of 
the assignor for arrear of interest, and the company 
suffered judgment to pars without disputing the validity 
of the debentures on the ground that they had been 
issued to a director and were consequently void under 
the Joint-Stock Companies Act, 1844, s. 29. It was held 
in the winding up that the liquidator could not: be heard 
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to say that the debentures were void, after they had been 
recognised by the company in manners aforesaid, 

Ex parte Chorley closely resembles Hulett’s case. 
Assuming that the Lloyd’s bonds issned to the contractor 
in Lv parte Chorley were originally void, the company 
had consented to the entering up of judgment for prin- 


cipal and interest purporting to be secured by them, at | 


the suit of an assignee for value without notice, and 
that fact estopped the liquidator from afterwards disputing 
their validity in the hands of the assignee. 

The application of the general rule of equity that the 
assignee of any chose in action shall be in no better posi- 
tion than the original holder, because he who takes a 
chose in actiwn takes it subject to the equities, if any, 
affecting it (Re Natal Investment Company, 16 W.R. 
637), was, therefore, excluded in Hx parte Chorley, as it 
was in Higgs v. Northern Assam Tea Company (17 W. R. 
1125; see Re Northern Assam Tea Company, M. R. 18 
W. R. 1182), owing to the way in which the company 
had conducted themselves in relation to the securities, 





BILLs TO PERPETUATE TESTIMONY. 
Re Tayleur, L. J., 19 W. BR. 462. 

The Act for Perpetuating Testimony in Certain Cases 
(5 & 6 Vict. c. 69) enacts (section 1) that any person 
who would, under the circumstances alleged by him to 
exist, become entitled, upon the happening of any future 
event, to any honour, dignity, title, or office, or to any 
estate or interest in any property, real or personal, the 
right or claim to which cannot by him be brought to 


trial before the happening of such event, shall be entitled | 
to file a bill to perpetuate any testimony which may be © 


material for establishing such claim or right. Before the 
passing of this Act it was held that the party filing such 
a bill must have a present estate or interest. The small 
value of the interest, or the remoteness of the possibility 
of enjoyment, was not a sufficient objection to the Court’s 
interference, neither was it material whether the estate 
or interest upon which the interference of the Court 
was sought, was, in its legal character, vested or con- 
tingent (Lord Dursley v. Fitzhardinge, 6 Ves. 251). But 
an expectation, however proximate and valuable, by virtue 
of which the plaintiff had not a present interest, did not 
give a title to the Court’s assistance. Thus, it was held 
that the next of kin of a lunatic could not maintain such 
a bill in the lifetime of the lunatic, for that they had no 
interest in the property (Smith v. Attorney-General, cited 
6 Ves. 260), though the lunatic might be intestate and 
in the most hopeless condition mentally and physically, 
for the fact that the Court requires them to object or 
consent in the application of the property does not confer 
on them an interest in it. By a sort of analogy an heir- 
apparent cannot have the writ de ventre inspiciendo in 
the lifetime of his ancestor. But it seems that persons so 
situated may contract upon their expectations, and may 
perpetuate testimony with reference to the interest so 
created, though they cannot qualify themselves as to 
any interest in the subject itself (Lord Dursley v. Fitz- 
hardinge, sup.). 

In the last-mentioned case it was held that any interest, 
however slight, was sufficient. But the interest, besides 
being present, must also be incapable of being destroyed 
without the consent of the person interested. In Allan 
v. Allan (15 Ves. 180), a demurrer was allowed to a bill 
by iseue inheritable under an entail, on the ground 
that they were at the mercy of the tenant in tail in 
possession; and in the leading case of Karl of Bel- 
Jast v. Chichester (2 Jac. & W. 439), a demurrer 
was allowed to a bill by the eldest son of a peer 
for the purpose of perpetuating evidence of his father’s 
marriage, on the ground that a peerage is capable of 
alienation by forfeiture, and that, although virtually 
granted in remainder, the person in remainder is never 
supposed to have any present interest. Lord Eldon sug- 
gested a doubt whether the Oourt had jurisdiction to 
entertain a bill filed to perpetuate testimony in support 





of aclaim toa dignity, and advised an appeal to the 
House of Lords from his decision allowing the demurrer, 
It appears (Hubback on Successions, p. 110 n.) that.the 
plaintiff never did appeal, but obtained a private act to 
remove the doubt as to his legitimacy. The doubt as to 
' the competency of the Court to entertain the bill when 
the question was as to the right to suceed to a dignity 
was removed by statute 5 & 6 Vict. c. 69. 
In Re Zayleur it was in contemplation to institute a 
' suit to perpetuate testimony as to the validity of two 
, wills made by the lunatic. The Lord Justices, in ordering 
that such costs as the Master in Lunacy might think 
proper of the suit, if instituted, might be paid out of the 
lunatic’s estate, avoided expressing any opinion as to 
' whether the bill, if filed, would be demurable. Before 
' the passing of the act sucha bill would have been clearly 
demurrable, for the devisee under the will of a living 
person can be no better off as to present interest than the 
nextof kin of an intestateliving person (Smith v. Aitorne, 
General, sup.). Whether, since the passing of the Aci. 
| such a bill will lie has not been decided. The Act is 
' intended to extend the means of perpetuating testimony 
’ in certain cases (in what cases is not stated). Remedial 
Acts are in general to be construed liberally ; yet we 
have it on the authority of the Lord Chancellor (Camp- 
bell v. Harl of Dalhousie, L. R. 1 Sc. app. 462,) that pro- 
ceedings under this act ought to be jealously watched. 
Upon the whole, it seems very doubtful whether such a 
i bill would lie as it was proposed to filein Re Zayleur. 
Before the Act the bill would net have been demurrable. 





COMMON LAW. 
APPRENTICESHIP DEED—RETURN OF PREMIUM ON 
MASTER’s DEATH. 

Whincup v. Hughes, 0.P., 19 W. R. 439. 

The rule of law has usually been considered clear that 
an action for money had and received will not lie to re- 
cover back money paid for a consideration which has 

| partially failed, except in cases where the consideration 
was in its nature divisible, and some part of the con- 
sideration has wholly failed. In a case of Hirst v. 
Jolson (2 Mac N. & G. 134), Lord Chancellor Cottenham , 
upon a question arising in an administration suit, ex- 
pressed an opinion (on which he acted) that an action 
at law for money had and received might be maintained 
to recover back part of the premium paid by an articled 
clerk to an attorney who had died before the articles 
expired. This opinion he based upon a mistaken view of 
a case of Stokes v. Twitchem, 8 Taunt. 492. Such doubt 
as this decision of the Lord Chancellor might have 
thrown upon the rule usually laid down has been 
removed by the decision in Whincup v. Hughes, to the 
effect that the action will not lie to recover back a 
part of the premium paid by an apprentice to a master 
who died after the service had commenced, but before it 
was completed. It is perhaps, moreover, worth notice 
that the courts have power to assist articled clerks by 
virtue of their summary jurisdiction over attorneys, see 
Ex parte Bayley, 9 B. & C. 69. 





BANKRUPTCY—FRAUDULENT CONVEYANCE. 
Lomax v, Buxton, C.P., 19 W. R. 441. 

This is a case of some importance, though the points 
on which it bears were not directly decided by it.. The 
plaintiff, a trustee in bankruptcy, questioned a bill of 
sale under which the defendant had sold the greater 
part of the bankrupt’s property. The bill of sale was 
given in January, 1870, for £450, that sum including an 
old debt to defendant of £161, a sum of £250 advanced 
to the bankrupt to pay off a pressing creditor who then 
held a bill of sale, and a margin for expenses, &c. The 
bankrupt’s premises consisted of a brick-making estab- 
lishment and a farm, and the bill of sale included aud 
gave powers to seize property afterwards brought on the 
|. brick-making premises, but not farm-stock subsequently 

acquired. It was impeached, on the authority of Graham 
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* vy. Chapman (12 0.B. 845), where, as in the present case, 
a bill of sale was given to secure both an old debt and an 
advance, and included after-acquired property. There 
the question being whether the bill of sale was an act of 
bankruptcy, it was held that it was, inasmuch as the 
‘advance, which alone would have made the transaction 

‘ valid, was deprived of its beneficial effect in regard to 
the creditors in general, by reason of the. assignment 
including the véry proceeds of the advance itself. In 
Hutton v. Cruttwell (1 E. & B. 15), however, this reason- 
ing was, in substance, dissented from, anda general assign- 
ment, which included after-acquired property, made to 
secure, not an old debi, but an advance simply, was 
upheld; Graham v. Chapman being distinguished on this 
difference of facts and also on the ground that the benefit 
of the advance was actually enjoyed by the bankrupt. 
In the present case the Court of Common Pleas followed 
the lead of Hutton vy. Cruttwell rather than of Graham 
v. Chapman, and held the bill of sale valid; Willes, J., 
observing, “There was a present advance, which the 
debtor applied to relieve himself from a creditor who 
was pressing; but it was an advance which the defendant 
had no power to resume, and there was a substantial ex- 
ception ” (viz., of the future farming-stock). There 
being, therefore, in this case a “substantial exception,” 
it cannot be said that the decision is inconsistent with 
Graham v. Chapman; but the expressions used by Willes, 
J., in noticing that case certainly tend to throw doubt 
upon it, and to show that a bill of sale which included 
all future acquired property would be valid, although 
made to secure an old debi as well as a present advance, 
provided the present advance, taken by itself, were sub- 
stantial. 

The second ‘point in the case requiring notice is, that 
it puts a construction on sub-section 2 of section 6 of 
the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, and shows that a deed which, 
under the earlier Acts, would have been an act of bank- 
ruptcy on a fraudulent conveyance, is so still, notwith- 
standing that from sub-section 1, making that in express 
terms an act of /bankruptcy which formerly was such as 
being constructively a fraudulent, conveyance (namely, 
an arrangement of all a debtor’s property on trust for 
his creditors), there was some reason to infer an inten- 
tion that sub-section 2 should only include acts which 
were really, and not,only by construction of law, fraudu- 
lent. It must be. added, however, that this. point was 
not argued, but that it appears to have been assumed 
that no difference was made in this respect by the new 
law. The same view of the statute was taken in the 
case of Re Graystone, Bx parte Baker, decided in the 
Yarmouth County Court and reported in this journal, 
ante p. 345. 

INSPECTION OF DOCUMENTS—LETTERS MATERIAL .TO 
THE QUESTION OF DAMAGES, 
Pape v. Lister, B.C., 19 W. R. 445. 

In this case it was held that a defendant in an action 
for breach of promise might inspect letters which he had 
written to the plaintiff during the engagement. It 
might haye been thought there could be little doubt 
about this, had not OCleasby, B., at chambers, refased 
the inspection. The peculiarity in the case, however, 
was this, that the promise having been admitted, the 
ground on which the inspection was asked for was, that 
the letters were material upon the question of damages. 
Inasmuch as damages cannot be pleaded to, and no pay- 
ment into court had been made, of course there was no 
“ issue,’ in the strict sense, raised upon the question of 
damages, and therefore it was urged that the letters were 
not material to any issue. 

This decision, therefore, may be usefal as showing 
that where the amount of damages is a substantial ques- 
tion in dispute between the parties, this may be treated 
‘asan “issue” in the cause within the meaning of the 
éxpréssion “material to an issue.” The principle of this 
decision would appear to apply to the case of interroga- 





toties applicable to the damages as well as to inspection 
of documents. ‘Hitherto, as far as we are aware 
cases upon the' question of the admissibility of inte. 
rogatories going to the damages have always arisen 
where there has been a payment into court, and thug ap 
“issue,” in the strict sense, has been raised ag to 
damages ultra. See Jourdain v. Palmer, 14 W. R, 2 
L. R. 1 Ex. 102; Dobson v. Richardson, 16 W. R. 1010, 
L. R. 3 Q. B. 778. 


CoInAGE—“ LAWFUL AUTHORITY OR EXCUSE,” 
Reg. v. Harvey, 0.0.R., 19 W. R. 446, 


In this caee the prisoner was convicted under 24 & 95 
Vict, c. 99,'s. 24, for having in his possession coinage 
dies without lawful excuse. He had-given oné Barham 
an order for the manufacture of the dies.’ Barham com. 
municated thé fact to the police, and by their permission 
(acting under the direction of the Mint) delivered the 
dies to the prisoner, in whose possession they were 
found. The prineipal-question was whether the prisoner 
had a lawfal-excuse for their possession. The Court held 
he had not.“ The only evidence,” says Bovill, C.J., “on 
that point is that the die-sinker had the direction of the 
authorities to give the dies to the prisoner, he having 
ordered them and desiring to obtain possession of them; 
but the authority which was given was only an autho. 
rity to the die-sinker to permit the prisoner to carry ont 
his original intention, and:no excuse to the prisoner for 
having possession of the dies.” This, if we may use the 
phrase, expresses the plain sehse of the matter. The 
opposite contention proceeded on a false technicality; 
it proceeded on the assumption that the delivery of the 
dies was an’ indivisible transaction, including both the 
giving and the receiving; that, as the delivery was autho 
rised, therefore the receipt was authorised also; whence 
it was inferred, as it perhaps reasonably might, that 
the continued possession thence resulting was autho. 
rised also. But authority is not given to a 
act, but is given to a person to do an act. The 
only person to whom any authority was given 
was Barham, and the act which he was autho 
rised to do was to let the prisoner obtain possession of 
the dies, The prisoner, on the contrary, was not autho- 
rised by any one else to receive them, nor did he assume 
to be ; he acted ‘in furtherance of his own order and by 
his own authority. It may be added that, if the pri- 
soner could be‘said, under these circumstance, to have 
acted by the authority of the mint, it is difficult to see 
how, in such a case as Rex v. Lffington (2 Bos. & P. 508), 
the prisoners could have been held guilty of larceny, or 
how the frequent cases in which letter-carriers have 
been convicted of stealing letters, made up and sent for 
the very purpose of being’ stolen, could stand. On the 
other hand, the cases of eg. v. Dolan (Dean ©. 0. 437), 
and Reg. v. Schmidt (L. R. 1 0.0. 15, 14 W. R. 286), dee 
cided that where the ownef has recovered possession of , 
stolen goods, and then consented to their being handed 
over by the thief to the receiver, the receiver could not 
be convicted. Now, according to the'view held by Platt, 
B.; and Cresswell ‘and Williams, J., the ground of the 
decision in R.'v. Dolan, was that the goods were handed 
over to the receiver by the thief or the agent of the 
owner, or as Williams, J., expressed it, the reteipt was 
not’ “a receipt without -the authority’ of the 
owner.” This reasoning, and especially the words 
‘quoted, bring the case very near to’'the case now under 
consideration. If the receiver took the goods‘with the 
authority of the owner, why did not Harvey ‘take the 
dies with the authority of the mint? and the same view 
of (undefined) mischievous consequences which alarmed 
the learned judge in 7. v. Dolan, ought equally to have 
alarmed them in 2. v. Harvey. The ground, however, of 
the judgments of Campbell, 0. J., and Ooleridge, J., in 
R. v. Dolan and of Martin, B., and Keating, J., in 2. ¥ 
Schmid, was that the goods had returned into the posses 
sion of the owner, and could, therefore, no longer be 
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This principle seems sufficient for 
the purpose; and, when it ‘is looked:at carefully in its 
bearing upon probable circumstances, it will'be “found to 
introduce, not a merely technical; but a‘sensible practical 

- limitation to criminal liability. wets 

Another point ‘taken in the case now under review 


‘was, that the indictment did not expressly nega- , 


tive both “lawful authority and excuse,” the words of 
the statute being “ without lawful anthority or excuse,” 
put it was held that the excuse was negatived, and as any 
‘lawful authority would necessarily ‘be’ an excuse, the 
indictment was sufficient. 

A third point was that the felonious character of the 
act was not proved ; but inasmuch as the act which was 
proved was made a felony by the statute, it is not easy to 
follow this reasoning, and the objection was overruled. 
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REVIEWS. 


On Legislation as to Life Insurance and Life Insurance Com- 
panies. ‘By T. B, Spracor, Vice-President of the Insti- 
tute of Actuaries, 

The reeent Life Assurance Companies Act has been a 
good deal censured by writers officially connected with life 
assurance companies, which has been regarded by very many 
people as a fair reason for thinking that the Act must be 
salutary. Mr.Sprague in his pamphlet discusses the Ameri- 
can insurance legislation, the English Act, and the principles 
His two first proposi- 
tions are— 

“Firstly, That no legislative enactments whatever can 
sueceed in absolutely securing the solvency of Life Insur- 
ance Companies ; 

Secondly, That even if this could be done, it would be 
highly undesirable that it should be attempted.” 

at Mr. Sprague’ means is*thaf in “the process of 
binding insurance’ companies by regulations conducive 
to solvency and calculated to assist inquirers in test- 
ing solvency or insolvency, there is, a-risk: of check- 
ing improvements. and cramping salutary developments. 

He regards the American. Insurance islation as 

contrasting very unfayourably .with: the English Act, 

which he considers to have hit the happy means of facili- 


. tating exposure and suppression of unsound companies to 


the utmost, and yet throwing the fewest impediments in the 
way of legitimate enterprise. Mr. Sprague necessarily, 
however, disapproves of the £20,000 deposit required by the 
English Act, He says, in effect, that this requirement will 
not prevent the class of frauds at which it is aimed, but 
may simply augment the scale. We are*not disposed to 
agree with this #‘and, indeed, Mr, Sprague, to our eyes, 
seems on'the whole too much afraid of restrictions aimed in 
the direction of solvency. His pamphlet, however, is very 
well worth reading. 


Judgment of the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council in 
the ‘Case of Hebbert v: ‘Parehas. Edited by Epwarp 
Borxook, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, Reporter for the * Law 
Journal Reports’’ in the Judicial Committee. London : 
Butterworths: 1874. » g 
This is a simple reprint of the Purchas judgment, very 


well executed, with marginal abstract-notes. 








COURTS. 


COURTS OF BANKRUPTCY, 
Lrxcoun’s-Inn Fretps. 
(Before Mr. Registrar Murray, acting as Chief Judge.) 
March 31.—Re Campbeti, 
Liquidation petition—Notice of filing—Act of bankruvtey. 
This was.a motion.on, behalf of the trustee of the liqui- 
dation for an order ‘requiring: the Sheriff of Middlesex to 
hand over certain’ moneys’ realised by him under a writ of 
J. fa. issued against the'débtor at theisuit of a Mr. M’Gor- 


mick. "The facts ‘were these: 
.On the 2nd of No ‘the writ was issued in the 
action, ard 2 ent was reco against the 


‘arid on 
debtor, "On the 24th’ thd, was mide; on ‘the 29th a 
elaim was'made to the chattels seized by one Baughan, but 
his claim was barred on the 2nd of Decomber, and on the 3rd 


Decembertho petition for liquidation was filed. Attwoo’clook 








in the afternoon of the latter day notice was given ofthe act of 
bankruptcy to the sheriff, and at six o’clock the gale took 
place. No notice of the filing of the petition was given to 
the execution ‘creditor or his attorney until the 5th of 
December. On the 19th January a resolution was passed 
to liquidate by arrangement, and a trustee was appointed. 

The question before the Court was, whether themoneys 
referred’ to belonged to the trustee, or whether they be- 
longed to the execution creditor, as coming withinsthe pro- 
tection of the 95th section of the, Bankruptcy Act, 1869, 
sub-section 3. 

Reed, for the trustee. 

Bagley, for the execution creditor. 

Cases cited : Ramsey v. Eaton, 10 M. & W. 22; Ex parte 
Todhunter, Re Norton, 18 W. R. 890, L. R. 10 €h.,425 ; Ez 
party Key, Re Skinner, 18 W. R. 918, L. R. 10,Ch 432 ; Ex 
parte Veness, Re Gwynne, 18 W. R. 979, Li. R.:10:Ch. 419; 
Ex parte Duignan, Re Bissell (not yet reported); Stone v. 
Thomas, 18 W. R. 385, L. R. 5 Ch. 219; Edwards v. 
Scarsbrook, 10 W. RB. 33. 

Mr. Registrar Murray.—In all these cases the point 
must turn on the question of dates. The dates in this case 
are as follows [his Honour recapitulated them]. Now, 
referring to section 95, sub-section 3, the first question is, 
was this an execution executed (in good faith) by seizure 
and sale “ before the date of the order of adjudication,” 
bearing in mind that this is a liquidation by arrangement, 
and not a bankruptcy ? This is a point which:seems to me 
scarcely to admit of argument [the RecistRar read section 
125, sub-sections 4, 7]. Then, had the execution creditor at 
the time of the execution being completed by seizure and sale 
notice of any act of bankruptcy? Several cases were cited 
during the argument, some under the old statutes, some 
decided by the Chief Judge under the present Act ; but the 
only cases to which it seems to be necessary to ‘refer are 
(1) the recent case of Ex parte Duignan, Re Bissell, decided 
by the Chief Judge, and not yet reported, and (2) Ramsey v. 
Eaton, 10 M, & W. 22..-The case of Duignan turned—l. 
Upon, the question whether the filing by a debtor of a peti- 
tion for liquidation was yer se an act of bankruptcy avail- 
able against him for adjudication. .2. Whether, assuming 
that to be so, there was sufficient eyidence to show that the 
person on whose account, the ‘execution in that case had 
issued, had had notice, before the completion by seizure and 
sale, of the filing of the petition.” His Lordship decided 
both points in the affirmative. Although the elaborate 
judgment has not yet been reported, [have had the oppor- 
tunity of reading it, and, as regards the question of law as 
interpreted by his Lordship’s careful and deliberate ex- 
position of the provisions of the statute of 1869, on which 
alone the judgment is based, it is a binding authority 
that the filing of a petition for liquidation is per se 
an act of ——e As regards the question of 
fact, in that case his Lordship considered that although 
the execution creditor had not had positive and direct 
notice that a petition had actually been filed, there 
had been sufficient notice to put him on inquiry, and that 
therefore he held the trustee entitled. Now, in» the case 
before me, it appears that the act of bankruptey, ie., the 
filing cf the petition, was. committed by the debtor on the 
morning of the same day on which the sale took place in 
the evening, and therefore if it be shown that the execution 
creditor had received notice of this fact before the sale, it 
would follow that he would not come within the :protection 
clause of the 95th section. [The Registrar then read the 
evidence upon this ‘head and remarked that the notice of 
the 3rd of December was given to Mr. Nathan,'the bailiff 
of the Sheriff of Middlesex, entrusted with the execution 
of ‘the fi, fa., and then in possession of the ized. 
On this part of the case, the case of Ramsey v. Baton, ci 
by Mr. Bagley, is a distinct authority to show that a notice 
:80 given is not a notice to the person “on whose account ” 
the execution had issued. The application must, therefore, 
be refused ; the costs of execution creditors to be paid out 
of the estate in priority to those of the trustee. > 

Solicitors, 7. C. Clennel?; J. B. Lay ; Mayaard3 





COUNTY. COURTS» 
Lam 


BETH. 
(Before J. Prrr Taynor; .y Judge.) 
April 4.—Butiress se 3 =i 
Married woman—*‘ Separately from Aer Ausband.” 
These were two summonses between the same parties, and 
the elaims were for goods sold and delivered. The defendant 
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admitted both claims ; and the judge enquired how it was | Admiralty Court, is £300 per annum, and fees. By viru 


that two summonses had been issued when one would have 
been sufficient. 

The plaintiff said he carried on the business of a tailor, 
and one bill was for clothes; while his wife carried on a 
em, and the second bill was for goods she had 
supplied. 

Mr. Prirr TAy.or said in that case the wife should have 
sued for the money due to her. 

The wife, on being examined, said she carried on the 
grocery business separately from her husband. He never 
interfered in it. He did not know of the summons for 
grocery until after it was taken out, and knew nothing of 
the transaction. As to what became of the proceeds of the 
grocery business, she said they were as much her husband’s 
as herown. She had no idea of any interest separate from 
that of her husband. The two businesses were kept on out 
of a common purse, although at a distance from each other, 
and she had no thought of using any name in her business 
but that of her husband. She Jooked to him for advice and 
assistance when necessary. 

Mr. Prrr Taytor.—-There was no separation of interests 
in this case, and the husband was the proper person to bring 
the actions. Instead of this being a business carried on 
separately from the husband, it was, according to the wife’s 
statement, entirely under his contro) so far as money mat- 
ters were concerned. The judgment would be entered for 
him in his own name in both cases. 








GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE, 


‘* ENQUIRER” and several others are reminded that we do 
not notice anonymons correspondence. 


** 4 Country Soxicrror.”—Scarcely likely to suit us. 
y y 





BovLton anD PARK. 
Sir,—None are so well able as some of your talented and 
influential readers to answer the following questions— 
1. If these offenders are only silly young men, who have 
violated all the requirements of propriety and good man- 


ners, why, in that case, the solemn mockery of a Treasury 
prosecution ; and why are they not reprimanded and dis- 
missed ? 
2. If they are repulsive criminals, why are they not 
brought tor justice 
3. What has the ‘‘ Treasury mouse,” who wrote to the 
leading Conseryative journai to tell us on the subject now ? 
Trusting to see these queries in your next issue, I am, &c., 
April 8, 1871. Anti-TUFT-HUNTER. 








APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Joun Wickens, Barrister-at-Law, and Vice-Chan- 
cellor of the County Palatine of Lancaster, has been ap- 
pointed a Vice-Chancellor of the Court of Chancery, in suc- 
cession to the Right Hon. Sir John Stuart. The new Vice- 
Chancellor is the second son of the late James Stephens 
Wickens, Esq., of Mortimer-street, London, by Ann Good- 
enough, daughter of Mr. John Hayter, of Winterborne 
Stoke, Wilts, and sister of the Rt. Hon. Sir Wm.’Goodenough 
Hayter, Bart. He was born in 1815, and was educated at 
Eton, and Balliol College, Oxford, where he nated 
B.A. in 1836 (a double first class), He was called to the 
bar at Lincoln’s-inn in 1840. On Lord Justice James 
being appointed a Vice-Chancellor in 1868, Mr. Wickens 
was appointed to succeed him as Vice-Chancellor of the 
County Palatine of Lancaster. Mr. Wickens married, in 
1845, Harriet Frances, daughter of Mr. William Davy, 
of Cowley House, Gloucestershire, by which lady he has a 
family. He is the proprietor of the Chilgrove Estate, near 
Chichester, which he purchased from the Pilkington Family 
in 1864, 


Mr. Tuomas Letr Woop, barrister-at-law, has been 
azetted as Chief Justice of the Bermudas or Somers 
slands. Mr. Wood was educated at Trinity College, Cam- 
bridge, where he graduated B.A. in 1843. He was called to 
the bar at the Inner Temple in June, 1851, and has for 
some years practised on the Home Circuit, and at the Surre 
sessions. ‘The salary of the Chief Justice of Bermuda, wit 
which office is included the Judgeship of the Vice- 





of his office, he is alsoa member of the Privy Council of 
Bermuda. 


Mr. Sypngy GrpcE, M.A., solicitor, of Old Palace-yanj, 
Westminster, has been elected Solicitor to the Londyy 
School Board. Mr. Gedge, who was certificated in 185, 
is a member of the firm of Meyrick, Gedge, & Loaden; heig 
also a member of the Incorporated Law Society, the Sojj. 
citors’ Benevolent Association, and of the Law Associatigg, 
for the Benefit of Widows, &c. 


Mr. AtrrepD Howarp Burasss, solicitor, of Nuneaton, 
Warwickshire, has been elected Clerk to the Leicester 
School Board, ona salary of £130 per annum. Mr, Bm. 
gess was certificated in 1867. 








OBITUARY. 


MR. R. COOTE. 


Mr. Richard Coote, LL.D., barrister-at-law, died at his. 
residence in Brunswick Square on the 5th April, in the 56th 
year of his age. He was thé eldest son of the late Richanj 
Holmes Coote, Esq., Barrister-at-law, of Stone-building, 
Lincoln’s-inn, and was educated at Trinity Hall, Cambri 
where he graduated LL.B. in 1843. He was called ty 
the Bar at Lincoln’s-inn in 1841. 


MR. T. THOMPSON. 


Mr. Thomas Thompson, solicitor, of Durham, died om 
the 1st of April, after a long illness, at the early age 
of 24 years. He was the son of the late Mr. Richard 
Thompson, senior partner in the firm of Thompson ani 
Lisle, solicitors, of which firm Mr. T, Thompson becamea 
partner on his father’s death in 1869, having been admitted 
an attorney in the previous year. He was the registration 
agent of the Liberal party in the city of Durham. 


MR. E. BANBURY. 

Mr. Edmund Banbury, barrister-at-law, died at Tring 
Park, Herts, on the 8th of April, at the age of fifty-four 
years. He was the second son of the late William Banbury, 
Esq., of Warlow Park, Waltham Abbey, Essex, and was 
educated at Trinity College, Cambridge, where he graduated 
B.A. in 1839. He was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in 
January, 1843, and had been for many years a member of 
the Home Circuit, practising also at the Hertford Sessions. 


MR. G. MILWARD. 

Mr. George Milward, barrister-at-law, of Lechlade Manor, 
Gloucestershire, died at his seat on the 25th March, last, in 
the 64th year of his age. He was the only son of the late 
George Milward, Esq., of Lechlade Manor, nd Mary Anne, 
daughter of the late John Atkins, Esq., M.P., who was 
Lord Mayor of London in 1802. Mr. Milward was called 
to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in November, 1838, and in the 
following year, on the death of his father, he came inte 
the family estates. For many years he practised on the 
Oxford Circuit. In the Bedfordshire aud Gloucestershire 
county courts he sometimes sat as deputy-judge for the late 
Judge Francillon, the late Judge Smith, and the present 
Judge Parry. Mr. Milward was for many years an active 

trate for the county of Gloucester, and married, in 
1835, Sarah, third daughter of Henry Grace, Hoa, of Stock- 
well-common, and J. P. for Surrey, by which lady he leaves 
a family. His eldest son, Mr. George Milward, of Mag- 
dalen College, Oxford, will succeed him in the family estates. 








SOCIETIES AND INSTITUTIONS. 


JURIDICAL SOCIETY. 


The next meeting will be held on Wednesday, the 19th of 
April, at eight o'clock, when Mr. Droop will read a paper on 
«Proportional Representation as applied to the Election of 
Local Governing Bodies.” 

The council will meet at half-past seven to make arrange 
ments for the anniversary meeting. 

The anniversary meeting will be held on Wednesday, the 
Qnd of May, on which occasion the Lord Chancellor has 
undertaken to preside. 
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FOREIGN TRIBUNALS & JURISPRUDENCE. 


AMERICA. 
SupREME Covrrt oF ILLINoIs. 
Jan, 25.—MeGoon v. Shirk. 

Promissory note payable in gold—not satisfied by tender in 

greenbacks. 

1. Held, that a promissory note payable in terms, in 
American gold, cannot be discharged by a tender of United 
States treasury notes, such promissory note having been exe- 
cuted subsequent to the passage of the act of Feb, 25, 1862, 
called the Legal Tender Act. 

2. Review of Former Decisions.—Zhe Court reviews all 
its previous decisions under the Legal Tender Act. and finds 
them in conflict with two recent opinions of the Supreme Court 
of the United States, and holds that these opinions must be re- 
garded as declaring the law of this case. 

3. Effect of Contract to Pay in Gold.—Zhat under the 
decisions of the Supreme Court of the United States, damages 
may be properly assessed, and judgment rendered so as to give 
full effect to the intention of the parties as to the medium of 
payment, and when it appears to the clear intent of a contract 
that payment shall be made in gold and silver, damages should 
be assessed, and judgment rendered accordingly, and no dis- 
tinction is made as to the time when such contracts may have 
been entered into, : 


Opinion of the Court by Brezss, J. 


The question presented by this record is, can a promissory 
! 


note, payable in terms in American gold, be discharged by a 
tender of United States treasury notes, such promissory note 
having been executed subsequent to the passage of the Act 
of February 28, 1862, called the Legal Tender Act? This 
court had occasion, so far back as 1864, to examine this 
question. 

The first case was that of Hall vy. Kohisaat, 36 Ill. 130, 
which was an action at law on a note of this tenor: ‘‘ Six 
months atter date I promise to pay to Alfred Hall, or order, 
seventy-five dollars, with ten per cent. interest, without de- 
falcation, for value received in American gold,” and dated 
April 1, 1862. It was then held the note was not specifi- 
cally payable in American gold, but, if the words ‘in 
American gold,” had immediately followed the word ‘ dol- 
lars,” in the note, then it might have been payable in 
American gold or its equivalent, but being connected with, 
and following immediately after the words ‘‘ value received,” 
they relate to these latter words—they point out what was 
the value which the maker had received from the payee. 

The next case was that of Whetstone v. Colley, Ib. 328. 
There the note was as follows: “On or before the first of 
March next, for value received, I promise to pay Thomas 
Colley, one hundred and fifty dollars with ten per cent. 
interest from date in gold, July 17, 1862.” This note was 
counted on, as a contract to deliver one hundred and fifty 
gold dollars and interest, avering that they were of the value 
of five hundred dollars. There was also a count on the note 
as a promissory note avering the value of the one hundred and 
fifty dollars in gold and interest, to have been five hundred 
dollars at the maturity of the note. There was also a count 
in indebitatus assumpsit for gold sold and delivered ; gold 
coin sold and delivered ; bullion, sold and delivered ; money 
lent and interest. 

It was proved on the trial, that gold was loaned to the 
maker of the note, and that at the date of the transaction, 
gold was at a premium of sixty-seven cents over United 
States legal tender notes. On this evidence the court 
assessed the damages of the plaintiff at two hundred and 
thirty-five dollars, and fifty cents. On appeal-to this court 
it was held the court erred in the measure of damages, and 
that a judgment on a promissory note payable in gold in 
express terms, could be entered uv for the face of the note 
and interest in dollars only, and that the value of gold over 
legal tender notes was not a subject for consideration in an 
action brought on such a note. 

The next case was Humphrey vy. Clement 44 Ib, 299, in 
chancery, for the specific performance of a contract for the 
sale and conveyance of a tract of land, in which by its terms 
the purchase ory 9 en to be paid in gold. It was held, 
the contract could be discharged by the payment of the price 
agreed upon in legal tender notes, and a specific performance 
was decreed, such notes having been tendered in perfor- 
mance. These cases announced the views this court enter- 
tained and endeavoured to enforce by such arguments as 








were deemed sound and applicable. The record before us,- 
shows an application by the debtor party to chancery to 
telieve him from paying a note, the consideration of which 
was American gold loaned to him by the apellant on his 
written promise to pay the same in like coin, and to compel 
appellant to receive legal tender notes in discharge thereof. 

On the authority of the cases cited, we should have been 
compelled to hold that the maker of the note, had this right, 
and that he might come into a court of equity to enforce it. 
That a party who has placed an incumbrance on his property, 
as in this case by a deed of trust, may come into a court of 
equity to obtain the removal of the incumbrance will not be 
denied, and so coming, he must have the principles of law,. 
when they apply, administered to him. Since the decision 
of these cases, the questions involved in them, have been 
considered and determined by the Supreme Court of the 
United States in two cases, the conclusions in which are 
directly opposed to the views we have expressed in the cases 
cited. The first case is Bronson v. Rodes, 7 Wallace, 229, 
and the other Butler v. Horwitz, Ib, 258. In the case first 
named, the contract was entered into previous to the passage 
of the Legal Tender Act of February 25, 1862, and was for 
the payment of a certain sum in gold and silver coin, lawful 
money, of the United States, and the question was, was 
Bronson bound by law to accept from Rodes United States 
notes equal in nominal amount to the sum due him as 
full performance and satisfaction of a contract which stipu- 
lated for the payment of that sum in gold and silver coin,. 
lawful money of the United States? This question was 
fully argued by the Chief Justice in delivering the opinion 
of the majority of the court, and was answered by 
saying, that upon a reasonable construction of the Legal 
Tender Act, compared with other acts of Congress, it must 
be held to sustain the proposition, that express contracts to 
pay coined dollars, can only be satisfied by the payment of 
coined dollars. They are not “debts” which may be satis- 
fied by the tender of United States notes. 

In the subsequent case of Butler v, Horwitz, supra, which 
was an action upon a contract payable in gold and silver, 
entered into prior to the passage of the Legal Tender Act, 
the majority of the court say, referring to the case of Bronson 
v. Rodes, supra, that under the existing laws of which in re- 
spect to legal tender, the constitutionality is assumed, 
damages may be properly assessed and judgments rendered, 
so as to give full effect to the intention of parties as to the 
medium of payment, and when it appears to be the clear 
intent of a contract that payment or satisfaction shall be 
made in gold and silver, damages should be assessed and 
judgment rendered accordingly. No distinction is made, as 
to the time when such contracts may have been entered 
into. The intent of the parties is to govern, and if it 
clearly appears the intention was to pay in gold, the court 
will so enforce the contract. * 

In construing an act of Congress, its force and effect, the 
Supreme Court of the United States is the highest and most 
authoritative tribunal known to our laws and to which other 
edurts habitually defer. Decisions of that court, on the 
meaning of an act of Congress, must override those of the 
Supreme Court of a State on the same subject, and the de- 
cisions cited overrule those of this court, in Hall v. Koh/saat 
and Whetstone v. Colley and Humphrey v. Clement, — 
and must be regarded as declaring the law of this case. The 
note was payable in American gold, and in that medium 
alone, without the consent of the payee, could it be paid and 
satisfied. The court erred in holding the tender of treasury 
notes sufficient, and a compliance with the contract, and, for 
this error, the decree must be reve 

As the bill contains no equity, it must be dismissed, and 
appellant remitted to his rights under the deed of trust. 
Appellant will recover his costs, —Chicago Legal Journal. 








Tue Eart or Mititown.—The Hon. Edward Nugent 
Leeson, barrister-at-law, of the Inner Temple, has succeeded to 
the Earldom of Milltown, in the peerage of Ireland, by the de- 
mise of his elder brother, the fifth earl. The new peer is the 
second son of Joseph, fourth Earl of Milltown, K.P., by Barbara, 
second daughter of Sir Joshua Colles Meredyth, Bart., and re- 
lict of the third and last Baron Castlecoote. He was born in 
October, 1835, and was educated at Trinity College, Dublin. He 
was called te the bar at the Inner Temple, in November, 1862, 
and for some time practised on the Home Circuit, and at the 
Surrey Sessions. His next brother, who now becomes heir-pre- 
sia veh to the title, is the Hon. Henry Leeson, of the Irish 
bar, late chamberlain to the Lord-Lieutenant of Ireland. 
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in the special paper, and seven enlarged rules. ‘ Of'85 rules, 


¢ &c., in the Common Pleas, 13 are for new trials, and there 


are three enlarged rules, and 65 special cases, including the 
large number of 18 appeals from: courity courts, besides 


‘ three registration appeals, and one county court appeal for 
* judgment. The number of ‘rules, &e.l in the Exchequer is 


64, comprising one error and appeal for judgment, and ten 
for argument. There are three ‘cases in the peremptory 
paper, one of which relates to the Jersey mail. packet which 
was lost—the Normandy. Of new trials there‘are two for 
judgment and'19'for argument, and in’ the special paper 
four for judgniént’and 25 for argument, not* including the 


- ease of Gladstone x. Padiwick, set down for next term.. The 


ra 


-' "3 per Cent, Cons6ls, 934 


2 ¢ 


tailways. Paid,|Closing prices 
Stock! Bristoland Exeter........ baebe dledseesdiB ions 100 | 94} 

§ SOCK) Galedonian.......ccccecesscoceecesregs +) 100 | 89 
Stock) Glasgow and South-Western ., 1100 | 113 
Stock Great Eastern Ordinary Stock ... 100 433 

»4Stoek} Dol, Hast Anglian Stock, No. 2 100 Vr] 

* Stock) Great Northern ....ceccoccesessev'seee 100 | 126 

~ Stock, .Do., A Stock* Jocdppoceaniisepene eaugunieten | ROO 1354 
Stock) Great Southern aud Western of Irelaud) 100 99 
Stock) Great Western—Original ........csc0-ccseeee) 100 | 90 

» Steck} Lancashire and Yorkshire .......... 100} 1424 

» Stock; London, Brighton,'gud South Coast,..... 100 | 54 
Stock - Loudon, Chatham, and Doveri.cerseee 100 | 17 
Stock) London and Narth-Western....csccsscsere 100 134 
Stock) London and SoutlP Western .ooiiccccccceee 100 98 
Stock) Manchester, Shettiekl,and Liucoln..,....../ 100 54 
SOCK) Metropolitan,.ii,..jecsepsonce versed see yevesee 100 694 
Stock; Midland ......., shohnihadvhcazaae itoven | 100 132 
Stock! o., Birmingham aud Derby . 100 100 

™ DboCk) North British! fils lies 100 37 
p Stock) North London isc, varsieesseccsss, 100 118 

. Stock, Narpastafiordalice ; 100 634 

* Stock! ‘South Devon ......'.. Paster alin 100 57 

& Steck) gouth-casterti | 100 85 
Stock) Vath Valevisesicieiis iveutcceen.., { 100 | 168 

~ * A receives no chvidend until 6 per cent. has been paid to B, 

Money Marker anp Crry Inretirenyce. ; : 

The large-amount of Continental money now in England. has 

-- @ccagigned the lowering, of the Bank rate from 3 to,24 per cent. 

Cotisol ence ‘a slight rise in consequence. Forgign secu- 
rities are althost without variation. The Home Railwh: 


threé cowrts already entered number 269 rules, &c., and the 
number will be increased by applications for new trials 


‘arising out of the recent circuits. 


The number of cases in the Probate Court for Easter 
Term, without juries, is 25, an@!six' special jury and two 
common jury causes. The list in thé Divorce Court num- 
bers 180, nine for special juries, 22 for common juries, and 
149 without juries. There are, besides, 17 cases standing 
over by arrangement. 








PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


« GOVERNMENT. FUNDS. 

Annuities, April, 85 

Do.(Redisea T. stAug, 190% 

Gx Bills, £1000, —.per Ct.5p m 

Ditto, £500,.Do —5 pm 

Nitto, £100 & £200, — 5p m 

Bank of Eagland Stock, 44 per 
Ct. (last half-year) 238 x d 

Ditto for Account, 


Ditto for AceountsMay :4, 93%. 
3 per Cent. Reduged..91§ 

New 3 per Cent., 91g 

Do. 34 per Cent., Jan. "94 

Do. 24 per Cent., Jan: *94 

Do, 5-pef Cent., Jan. ’73 . 
Annuities, Jan. ’80— 





RAILWAY STOCK, 






































' y Market 
continues extremely strong. aa 





The Pal] Mall Gazette of last night announces thie death of 
Sir*Maziere Brady, Bart., who was Solicitor-Génetal for, Ire- 
land in 1887, Attorney-General for Ireland in 1839, and Chief 
Barotr of the Exchequer in 1840. He was also three times 
Lord Chancellor of Ireland—in 1846, 1853, and 1859, and re- 
signed tlie, office in 1866. He was Vice-Chancellor of the 
Queen’s University in Ireland. 
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THE PROSPECTS OF EASTER TERM. BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATAS. . 
The numberof Chaticery appeals set down for hearing for nieres 
‘this term*beforé the’Lord” Chancellor and Lords Justices is ye eae eae ‘ee 
46, with®18 appéal nfotions. Theré are 91'-causes at the Capen ~Goceeaeey 1 bn - wile of John Cheese, Big, 
“Rolls @ourt. In Vice Chancellor Stuart’s Court there are | to~g—On April 8, at No. 19, Walker-street, Edinb 
~#' 56 vwtises entered, 128 at Vice Chancellor Malins’, and 178 wife of Thomas Elliot Ogilvie Horne, writer to the Sia 
“& béfore"Vice Chancellor Bacon. of a son, stillborn. 
'* 5) fn' the Common Law’ Courts—Of 120 matters in the |. Larnc—On ape 10, at 56, Addison-road, Kensington, the wip 
te@ourt of Queen’s Behch 87 rules are for new trials to be of John G. Laing, of Lincoln’s-inn, Esq., barrister-at-lay, of 
“ argued, 76 demurrers and appeals from county’courts, &c., a son. 


THomas—On April 13, at’ 18, St. Paul’s-road, Camden- 
the wife of Edmund Thomas, of the Middle Temple, 
barrister-at-law, of a daughter. ; 7 
ts MARRIAGES, 
McKenzig—-Hackpiock—On April 12, at Christ Chur), 
East Sheen, by the Rev. E, H. M. Sladen, M.A,, assisted 
the Rev. A. S. Shutte, vicar of the parish, Duncan McKemia 
of Parliament-street, Westminster, ‘Solicitor, to Enima, thinj 
daughter of John Hackblotk, of ‘Pértobello House, Bay 
Sheen, Hsq , and J.P. ‘for thecounty of Surrey. 
- : DEATHS. ; ’ 
Bansury—On April 8, at Tring Park, Edmund Banbury, Bay, 
‘of 44, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, barrister-at-law, aged 54, 
Cort—On April 9, G. N. Colt, Esq., barrister-at-law, of Bi. 
shopwd0od House, Highgate, and 16, Old-buildings, Lincoln’. 
inn, aged 47, t 
Ransom—On April 11, at Wellington, Somerset, Mary Am 
Maria, wife of Thomas Bayley Ransom) solicitor, in herdih 
year. 


LONDON GAZETTES, ( 








Professional Partnerships Dissolved. { 
Tuespay, April/11,J871. 


Rawlins, Thos, & Arthur Whitehead, Wimborne Minster, Dorset, As 
torneys, &c. Aprii 3. , 


Winding-up° of Joint. Stock Companies. 
Farpay, April 7, 1871. , 
: LIMITED, Im CHANCERY. 

Witt & Williams's Brewery (Limited).—Petition for winding up, 
sented March 28, diréeted to be heard before the Master of the Roll, | 
on April 22. Dommett, Gutter-lane, Cheapside, solicitor for the pete” 
tioner. ; ' > 

j { Tuespay, April 11, 1871. . an 
¢ Limitep In CHANCERY. * 

Devonshire Silkstone Coal Company (Limited).— Petition for,contina 
the voluntary. winding up, presented April 5, directed ‘to be 
before "Vice Chancellor Malins, ou April 21. » Shaw &, 
Gray’seinn-square ;, agents for Watson, Bury, solicitors for the p 
tioners. : se: 

Jersey Waterworks Company (Limited).—Petition for windiig up, 
sented April 4, directed to be heard before Vice Chuncellor Mali 
on Aprij 21. Evans #, Co, Nicholaselane, solicitors for the pétr 
tioners. ae my ; 

Friendly Societies Dissolved. 

a ‘ ' + Togspay, April 11, 1871. 

Lpool Typographical Sitk and Benefit Fund, Operative Trades Hall, 
Duke-st, Lpool. \ April 6. 

Millbrook; United. Permanent Annuitant Society, Cooper’s Arms Im, 
Millbrook, Cornwail. April 6. 


Omnibas Servants Friendly Society, Mother Shipton, Maldorijrd, Haye 


stock-hilk: _ April 8. 


Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Fripay, April 7, 1871. 
Bromley, Clara Fitzroy, Pan, France. April 24. 
V.C. Stuart. Hodgson, Salisbury-st, Strand. ‘3 
Goring, Thos, NewKent-rd, Gent. May 1. Denham » Alles, WC 
Bacon. Mancell, Laurence Pountuey-hill. Ae 
Sargeant, Wm Hy, Lifracombe, Devon, Builder. April 2, Sargeant 
Sargeant, V.C. Stuart, Waller, Duke-st, Adelphi." ‘ * 
Creditors under 22 & 23 ‘Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. °~' ‘ 
af Frupay, April 7, 1871. , 
Barton,” Wm, Mawdsley, Lancashire, Yeoman.) May 6.% Deane & 


vie Barfkes, ol. 8 PTR Le i t | 
,Burgwyn, Ellen, Bath, Somerset, Widow.,,.May 15. ,Dyne ;& Harvefy 


Lincoln’s-inn-fields. sf . ; 
‘Clarke. Edmund Reseed gp Sdlicitor, May & 
Southgate, King’s-Bench-walk, Temple, 1)‘ ; 
Connel ‘Abraham James Nisbet,.St George’s-rd, South Belgravia, Eat. 
June !, Undsworth & Co, South Sea Hopi, readneedle-st. 
‘Worles, Edwd, Worcester. Gent. May 7: Corbett, Worcester. 
Dempsey, Charlotte, Salford, Lancasiire,;' Widow. May 174 Bellhou® 
| &ond, Manch,, 


Eidisoa, Wm, Wudderafield, York, Auctioneer, June 3. Rayne 0 


ersfield. 
Hilmai, Frede, Battle, Sussex, 'Attorney-at-law.’ Mdy 10. Ellman & 


Co, Battie. “o¢ F 1 seat Fe 
Foletti, Michael, Old-st-rd, Looking Glass.Mapufacturer, June) 


Roscoe & Co, King-st, Finsbury-sq. 


Freeman, Wm, Barnsley, York, Ale Meréhdint, Jane 3. Payne & 0 


April 18. Yates 





‘ ; 
Halfpenny, John, Bishop Auckland, Darham, Laborer. 


& Martin, Lpool ian 


Bromley » Nort 
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, Hy, ee Colton, York, Farmer. ‘April 25. ‘Bickers, Tadeaster 
Joseph Ghas, Clemént’s 's-inn, Gent. May*1, Lake & Co, 
Upeoln’ss tn? 


Bliza, ‘Sidmouith, Devon, Spinster: May 10. .Undsworth & 
tsuth 8 Sea House, Threadneedie-st. 
» Lupts-st, Pimli¢o..Spinster. Jutie6.. Rogers, West- 
evabers, Victoria-st, Westminster. 
Frances, ‘Newbold-on-Stour, Worcester, Widow: - May 1, Han- 
cock & Hiron; Shipston-on-Stour: 
(irer, Hy, Doctors’-commons, Esq. June 5. Hill, Bath. 
j#Elizaj Stanhope-st, Mornington-cresent, Widow. May “Ti 
Bimslie & Co, Leadenhall-st. 
Edwd, The Lyt. nr’Stourbridge, ‘Worcester, Nai! Manufacturer. 
May 12. Harward, Stourbridge. 





j 

































e, Hannah, Tonge, Lancashire, Widow. May 12, Ars ge 
satton, Wm Hy, Wendover, Buckingham, Esq. June 10. Sutton & 
Ommaney; Colemahést, . 
hur, n, Whitley Head, Giteton, York, Farmer. May 20. Robinson, 
sted by suit, Joseph, Tockwith, York, Common Brewer. Bickers, Tadcaster. 
Kenzi, 0 tuner, Hy, Abbotsford, Highbury New-pk, Gent. May 15. Denby, 
a, thin] Trederick’s-pl, Old Jewry. 
>, Bast Vanes, Fanny, Dudley, Worcester, Widow. May 10. Lowe, Dudiey. 
Wailes, Hy, Pieter Maritzburg, South Africa, Gent. May 29. - Morris, 
Newmans, Oxford-st. 
Tuespay, April 11, 1871. 
ys Ea, Alen, Geo, Barnsley, York, Butcher. May 6. Newman & Sonsy 
, of Bi. Anthony, Walter, Llanybri, Carmarthen, Farmer. June 10. Barker, 
acoln’s. Carmarthen. 
farwell, Edwd Harrison, Seen ats Iron Founder. May 
y Ann %, Becke & Green, Northampto 
er 4Sth Epona Chipping, Lancashire, Cotton Spinner, Junel. Cotman, 
bom, Ths, Stockton, Durham, Merchant. June 20. Newby & Co, 
Carter, Biacknell, London- st. Greenwich, Gent. May 3i. Saw, 
Green 
Fielder, gfe Flax Manufacturer. May 1. Warner, 
Hall, Jobn, Clough End nr Haslingden, Lancashire, Coal Merchant. 
June 1. ,.Woodeock & Sons, Haslingden. 
set, Als May 5. Clarke & Co, 





Hanter, Hugh, Sherwood Rise, Nottingham. 
Nottingham. 





Deeds Registered under the Bankruptcy Act, 1861. 







i Torspay, April 11, 1871. 
saith, Wm, Salisbury-st, Strand, Civil Engineer. Comp. March 8. Reg 
* 
j ‘ Bankrupts. 





Fruvpay, April 7, 1871, 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
f To Surrender in London. 












» ted Jas Jun, King’s-road, Bedford-row, Contractor, Pet March 
April 25 at ‘a. 
a Chas ny Norfolk-sq, Paddington, Attorney's Clerk, Pet 
4, ) Murtay. April 25 ate. 
»Geo Luke, Hardwick-pl, Commercial-rd East, Surgeon, Pet 
April 8., Roche,’ April 25.at li, - 
To Surrender in the aouiee 
Garrett, Jéhn, Lpool, Chemical Mauufacturer.. Pet March 27. Hime. 





pool, April 18 at 2. 
Wm.Beachey, Blackpool, Lancashire, Hotel Keeper. Pet April 4. 


Myres. »Pres' April 19 atill, 
by John, & ats Holmes, Bast Cowton, York, Farmers. Pet. Jef- 


ie eh lerton, April 18 at 11. 
7 on, tne Chester, Auctioneer. Pet April 3, 
Birkenhead. April 19 at il, 


' Matthews, Thos Atherstone*ffedoh, York, Tailor. Pet’ April’ 4. Phillips. 
-upon-Hull, April 19 at 12, 
Pet April 5. 


, Hy, Modbury, Deybtf’’ Licensed * Victualler. 
. East Stonehouse, April 28 at 
Reed, a, , Ide, Devon, fhnkebper: Pet April-3.°Daw. Exeter, April 
Mngt Leeds, Comm ‘Agent, Pet ‘Aprit'l, ‘Marshall. Leeds, 
at } 
W , Win, Lotth; Lincoln, Coal Merchant, ' Pet'April 1, Daubne y. 
Gt Grimsby, April 20 at 1. 
TuespayY, April 11, 1871. 
. ~ Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
ee must forward their proofy of debts tp the Registrar, - 
‘ «To Surrender in London> 


John, Shanklin, I of W, Li¢ut-Col H'M.’s Army. Pet April 8, 
» $4, old Jewry, May 2 ‘at 12.30. * 
To Surrender in the Country. 
Horrocks, Wm, Bolton, Lancashire, Tailor. Pet April 6. Holden. 
Bolton, . ~ 27 At 10. 
ee oe ho Southgate, Middx, Builder. Pet April 4. Pulley, Edmon- 


Mpa? pies Saaytbratieedy SMfershyr ' Tyaéil, Glamorean, Con- 







Wason, 



















tah 







3 Pet April 6, Russell, Merthyr Tydfil)’ 1 Q@atdl. 
, Key; Bitiitrghay;-Lincein, Miller, Pet Ap Staniland. 
ol | April 26 at 4. 4 } 

Tylor, Thos Maneh, pierchant,, Per, April 6.; Kay... Manchy April 27 





BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
;Prypay, April 7, 1891. i wae 
Wikis, Wun, Sutton Coldfield, Warwick, Chandler. March 8. 






Clinch, Hy John, Birm, Builder. 





. " Liquidation by Afrangemént.: - . ° 


FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITQRS. . 
Fripay, April 7, 1871. +. 
Pattee Sathl Kfhg,) Hackford-next-Reeptfam} Norfolk, Grocer. April’ 
18 at 11, at offices o: of Miller & Cg, Bank-chambers;; Norwich, Bireliam,’* 
Reepham. 7 
Bates, John, Northampton, Newsvendor. 
ffery & Son, Newfantl, Northanipton. 
‘Bell, John, Scarborough, Yo rk, Artist. April 21 at 2, at offices of 
Drawbridge Rowntree, Newborough-st? Scarborongh. 
Betts, Chas Dunkin, St Leonard’s-ter, Chelsea, Musician. April 26 at 12, 4 
at offices of Pawle & Fearne, New-inf, Strand. ? 
Bridgen, John RY de, Isle of Wight, Tai or. April. 21 at 12, at offices of ; 
Hearn & Fifdell, Ryde. ‘ ‘ 
bab Wm, Staplelhurst, Kent, Bootmaker, “april 20-at'l2, at offices 2 
f ‘the Téwn Glefle, King-st, Maidstone." Monekton? Maidstone. 
Brucé, Chas, [Hall-st, Goswell-rd, Working Goldsmith. » April 25 at 12, # 
at office of eaves, Essex-st, Strand. 
Backstone, John B aldwin, Theatre Royal, Haymarket, Lessee. May 3: * 
at 3,,at oftices of* Ldwrati¢e &'Co, Od Jewry-chambers. 4 
April 20 at 1},. 


April 21 at 1), at Offices of" 


Bullock, Thos, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Corndealer. 
at offices ‘of Cresswell, Bitston-st, Wolverbampton. 
Bush, Eliz, Reading, Berks, Draper. April 19 at 11, at offices‘of Bes 
chanan, Basinghall-st. ‘ 
Carter, John, Eastbourne, Sussex, Artist’s Colourman. April 21 at 12,) %- 
at offices of Surr & Gribble, Abchurch-lane. stiff, Eastbourne. 

Clark, Benj Peregrine Rosling, & John Staniar, Stalybridge, Lan- 4% 
ibe. Millers, April 20 at 3, at offices of Earle & Co, Browh-ay'* 

anch, 

Clay, Sam; Dewsbury, York, Woollen Manufacturer. April 24 at 2, ? 
the Royal Hotel, Dewsbury. Watts & Son. 

bn Joseph, & Harry Cliff, Bradford, York, Ironfounders. April i9 at 

at the Queen’s Hotel, *Wellington-st, Leeds. Terry & Robinson. 
April 20 at 12, at 71, Newhall-st, 


April 18 at'10, at office of Eaden, Ben- 


6 


Birm. Ladbury. 

Copson, — Birnt, Builder. 
nett’s-hiil, Birm. 

Critcher. Wm, Approach-rd, Tulse-bill Station, Lower Norwood, Builder. 
April 17 at 12, at offices of Chatteris & Co, Basinghall-s% David- 
sons & Co, Basinghall-st. 

Danks, Wm, Birt, out -6f business. “ April’13 at 3yat peor ef Parry 
Bennett’s-hill, Birm. 

Deans Wm Hy, Lypool, Fronniongers. April 20 at 3, at office of Dixon,‘ ° 
Lord-st, Lpool. 

Depper, Hy *Cliester, Groéér. * April 18 at 2, at the Hop. Pole Saye ee 

ester. 

De Ternant, Victor, Raihagate,' Kent, Professor of Chemistry. * ape 97 « 
at 3, at 1, York-st, Ramsgate. Edwards. wm: 

Doewra, Rithé, ‘Whitehaven, Cumberland, Contractor. April 21 at li, & 
at office of Webster, Queen-st, Whitehaven. - 

Evans, Edw, "Dian fiir, ‘Montgothery, Grocer. April 21 at 12)at office : 
of Jones, Welchpool. 

Evans, Thos, Welchpool, Méntgoméry. Grocer. April 24 at,3, at offices 
of Harrison, Berriew-st, Weichpoo!. 

Farrell, Hy Geo; Cardiff, Glamorgan; Merehant’s Clerk. April 18 oe il, 
at 80, St “street, Cardiff. Morgan. 

Ferris, Thos, ton Basee tt, Witts, Grocer. April 19 at 12, at offices . 
of Kinneir & Tombs, Wootton Bassett. e 

Foot, Richd, Cogdean, Dorset, Farmer. ae 17 at 11, at the New Inn, 
Wimborne Minsier.;, Meore,, Wim) e Minster. 

Garside, Wm, Worksop, Nottingham, wh Merchant. April 20 at 127” fH 
at-office of Whall, Bridge-st, Worksop. 

Glazier, Jas, Hastings, Sussex,‘Draper. April 19 at 1, at 12, Southamp-" 
ton-bldgs, Ghancery-jane,, Lydall. ' 

Glover, John, Earlstown, Lancaster, Chemist. April 19 at 11, at the 
Qld Fox Inn, Victoria-st, Mauch. Leigh &-Ellis, Wigan. 

Greenwood, John, Broadway, South Hackney, Grocer. April 27 at 2, at 
office of Tilley, Finsbury-pl South. 

Guest, Fredk Wm, Hunter st, Brunswick-sq, out of business, April 27 
at 2, at offices of Biachford & Riches, Gt Swan-alley » Moorgate-st. 

Hall, Sarah Ann, & Wm Fowell, Gnosall, Stafford, aa April zo" 
at Jl,at offices of Brou h, St Mary *s-place, Staffor: 

Halliley, Jas, Earlsheaton, York, Blanket a larserasconl April 19 at 3, 
at o tes of Scholes & Brearey, Leeds-rd,.Dewsbury “ 

Handley, Joseph, Whaley Bridge, Derby, Grocer. “April 18 at 12, at 
office of Clayton, George-st, Ashton-under-Lyne. a 

Hearn, Lewis Jen, uton, Bedford, Grocer’s Assistant. April 20 at 1, at t 
the Guildhall Tavern, King-st, Guildhall. 

— Hy, Maesteg, Glam: Draper. April 18 .at,12, at offices of , 

Ladbury & Co, Cheapside. Parker | & Co, St Paul’s-churchyard. 

Hill, Wm, Chislehurst,.Kent, Builder. April 20 at 12, at the-Jnns of 

a Court Hotel, High Holborn. Peacock & Goddard, South. -8q, Gray's: ,, * 
inn. 

Hinchliffe, John, Fartown. in Pudsey, York, Cloth Mannfacturer. April, : 
24 at 3, at offices of Hutchinson, Piceadilly-chambers, Piceadilly.. 4 

Jackson, *Jane, Thornley, Durham, Grocef. April 21 at 11, at office of, ¢ 
Marshall, Market-p!, Durham. -., 

Lamb, Hy, Bishop’s-rd, Bayswater, Watchmaker. April 17 at 3, at 
ottices of Macmuilen, "Palbog- rd, Westbougne-pk, 

Lee, Wm, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Baker. April 21 at 11, at offices 
Dallow. Queen-sq; Wolverhampton o 

Lemmon, Edw? Birt, Draper-st, Walworth- rd, Ironmonger. April 24 at 
2, at offiee ef Michael, Gre-ham-bidgs, Basinghall-st. 

Major, Pryce Athawas, Reigate, Surrey, Schoolmaster. April 18 at 12, 
at Office of Manson, Keigate. - 

Matthews, My, Herne Bay, Kent, Grocer. April 20 at 3, at ‘the Guild-, 
hall Tavern, Gresham-st. Lumley & Lumley, Old Jewry ah at iy a : 

Maund, Wm Cope, Bromyard, Hereford, Grocer, April 20 at 1, at the 
Star: Hotel, pale Worcester, Andrews, Leominste 

Mickleth waite, ; Edway, Ack gorth,, York, Draper, » April 7) at 12, at 
offices of Rooke & Midgley, Bank-Dlags, Sane lane, Leeds. 


ik, Wm, Harry- Vane, Grange-ter, B: escent, no trade. 
4 at 2, at office of Davis, Cork-st, Barliegion- -gardens. 
= 1 Bhos, ‘Lpeo!, Boot peo April 25 as 11, at offices of Peel & 
ughes, Harrington-st, : 3 
Minter, Win, Earl's Court bs 4 Kensington, Irénthonger. April 18 at 2, 
at offices of Hand, Coleman-st. 
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Morgan, Wm Hy, Plymouth, Devon, Cork Manufacturer. April 26 at 
11, at the Odd Fellows’-hall, Ker-st, Devonport. Beer & Rundle, 
Devonport. 

Newell, Wm, Thaxted, Essex, Innkeeper. April 22at 12, at the White 
Lion-inn, Gt Dunmow. : 

Onions, Peter, Walsall, Stafford, Snaffle Bit Maker. April 19 at 2, at 
offices of Glover, Park-st, Walsall. 

Owen. Thos Lewis, Carnarvon, Draper. April 27 at 11, at the Prince 
Albert Hotel, High-st, Bangor. Williams, Porth-yr-Aur, Carnarvon. 

Palacio, Ys‘doro, Hackney-rd, Oil Dealer. April 25 at 2, at office of 
Dobie, Basinghall-st, 

Pallett. Geo Michael, Essenden, Hertford, Licensed Victualler. Apri! 
19 at 12, at offices of Beesley, Bedford-row. Daniel. 

Parsons, Joseph, Birm, Stationer. April 18 at 12, at offices of Fallows, 
Cherry-st, Birm. 

Poyser, Joseph, Wirksworth, Derby, Auctioneer. April 25 at 3, at office 
of Briggs, Full-st, Derby. 

Priest, John Wm, Strand, Keeper of Dining-rooms. April 26 at 3, at 
office of Muaton, Montague-st, Russell-sq. 

Pring, Robt, Newport, Monmouth, Tug Owner. April 26 at 12, at offices 
of Batchelor, Commmercial-st, Newport. 

Pulling. Phillp John, Usk, Monmonth, Ironmonger, April 21 at 12, at 
the Salmon’s Hotel, Usk. Lloyd. 

Rawson, Wm, Market Rasen, Lincoln, Coal Dealer, April 22 at 11, at 
offices of Saffery & Chambers, Market Rasen. 

Rea, Thos, Gloucester, Butcher. April 24 at 11.30, at office of Cooke, 
Pitt-st, Gloucester. 

Senior, Joseph, Earlsheaton, York, Blanket Manufacturer. April 21 at 
3. at offices of Chadwick & Sen, Dewsbury. 

Shuttleworth, David, Warwick. Grocer. April 20 a‘ 12, at offices of 
Lomas & Co, Cannon-st, Birm. Wardon, Shalford-upon-Avon. 

Smart, Wm & Sam! Smart, Dudley, Worcester, Shoe Manufacturers. 
April 18 at 11, at offices of Stokes, Priory-st, Dudley. 

Smith, Sami, Pedmore, nr Stourbridge, Worcester, Farmer. April 19 at 
11, at offices of Collis, Market-st, Stourbridge. 

Stabb, Wm, Torquay, Devon, Builder. April 20 at 1, at Mogridge’s 
Union Hotel, Torquay. Searle. 

Stanier, Wm, Andley, Stafford, Innkeeper. April 22 at 10, at offices of 
Cooper, Lawton-st, Congleton. 

Stopford, Chas, Bristol, Hat Manufacturer. April 19 at 12, at offices of 
Barnard & Co, Atbion-chambers, Small-st. Benson & Elletson, 
Bristol. 

Stringer, John, Kidderminster, Worcester, Wire Drawer. April 24 at 
12, at office of Whitehouse, Castle-st, Dudley. ; 

Sutcliffe, Edwin, Manch, Provision Dealer. April 20 at 4, at offices of 
Addleshaw, King-st, Manch. 

Sutcliffe, Eliz, Halifax,York, Hardware Dealer. April 19 at 3, at offices of 
Jubb, Barum Top, Halifax. 

Swaine, Wm Edwd, Bradford, York, Joiner. April 21 at 3, at offices of 
Browning, Queensgate, Bradford. 





‘Taylor, John, Newton Heath, Manch, Comm Agent. April 20 at 3, at ° 


offices of Hardy, St James’s-sq, Manch. 

Thornton, Abraham, Bradford, York, Carrier. April 22 at 11, at offices 
of Rhodes, Darley-st, Bradford. 

Tigar, Chas, Beverley, York, Hatter. April 26 at 12,30, at the George- 
inn, Whitefriar-gate, Kingston-upon-Hull, Shepherd & Co. 

White, Geo, Birkenhead, Chester, Tailor. April 19 at 3, at offices o 
Be , North John-st, Lpool. f 

Wilkins, Walter, Derby, out of ou:iness. April 25 at 3, at office of 
Heath, Amen-alley, Derby 

Tvespay, April 11, 1871. 

Ames, Geo, Brabourne, Kent, Bricklayer. April 24 at 1, at the Royal 
Oak Hotel, Ashford. Minter, Folkestone. 

Arnott, Wm, Birm, Bellows Maker. April 21 at 12, at offices of Rooke, 
Argyle-chambers, Colmore-row, Birm. 

Barnes, David, Sternfield-hall, Suffolk, Farmer. April 26 at 1, at offices 
of Moulton, New-st, Woodbridge. 

Bates, Ellen Maria & Emily Bates, Buxton, Derby, Schoolmistresses. 
April 27 at 3, et office of Taylor, Hardwick-ter, Buxton. 

Bratt, Alf, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Grocer. April 24 at 11, at offices 
of Dallow, Queen-sqnare, Wolverhampton. 

Bristol, Thos, Bradford, York, Coal Merchant. April 21, at 3, at offices 
of Watson & Dickons, Market-st, Bradford. 

Collins, Edwin, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Beer Retailer. April 22 at 12, 
at offices of Barrow, Queen-st, Wolverhampton. 

Coombs, Hillary, Crewkerne, Somerset, Implement Agent. Apri! 26 at 
2, at the Queen’s Hote], St Martin’s-le-grand. Sparks, Crewkerne. 

Cordery. David, Tidal Basin-station, Victoria-docks, Licensed Victualler. 
April 25 at 2, at offices of Blachford & Riches, Gt Swan-alley, Moor- 


gate-st. 

Dowler, Geo, Aston-juxta-Birm, Ammunition Manufacturer. Apri! 21 
at 12, at the Queen’s Hotel, Birm. Griffin, Birm. 

Elliott, Jas Hy, Kentish Town-rd, Corn Merchant. April 21 at 2, at 
office of Freeman, Bedford-row. 

Etheridge, Thos Robt, Norwich, Jeweller. Apri) 24 at 2, at the Inns of 
Court [otel, High Holborn. 


Farrar, Francis, Camberwell-grove, Merchant. April 20 at 11, at 
Offices of Chidley, Old Jewry. 

Green, Wm & Wm Green. jr, Birm, Timber Merchants. April 28 at 12, 
at offi-es of Griffin, Bennett’s-hill, Birm. 

Grinde!ll. Wm, Bristo!, Accountant. April 22 at 11,at offices of Parsons, 
Nicholes-st, Bristol. 

Harvey, Peter, Newcastie-upon-Tyne, Innkeeper. April 24 at |, at 
offices of Bush, St Nicholas-bldgs, Newcastle-on-Tyne, 

Higginbottom, Geo Josiah, Rancorn, Chester, Hotelkeeper. April 26 at 
11, at offices of Moore, Warrington. 

Hill, John & John iy Sollitt, Upper North-st, Poplar, Saw Mill Proprie- 
tors. April 20 at 2, at offices of Jones & Co, Moorgate-st. Hudson & 
Co, Backlersbary. 

Habbard, John, ) Ecclesfield, York, Grocer. April 22 at 11, 
at office of Fernell, St James’s-st. Sheffield. 

Hunter, John, (Quebec, Durham, Joiner. April 27 at 2, at the Three 
Tane-inn, New Elvet, Varham, Patrick, Darham, 

Huntley, Geo, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Grocer’s Assistant. April 21 at 2, 
at offices of Joe|, Market-st. Newcastie-upon-Tyne. 

Jones, John, Portdinorwic, Carnarvon, Draper. May 1 at 12, at the 
L'verpool Arms Hote), Brook-st, Chester, Williams, Porth-yr-Aur, 
Carnarvon. 








Kerr, Alex, Gloucester, Travelling Draper. April 26 at 11.30, at office 
of Cuoke, Pitt-st, Gloucester. 

Leighton, Richd, Lowestoft, Suffolk, Tailor. April 20 at 1, at office of 
Williams, Serjeant’s-inn, Fleet-st. Kent, Norwich, 

Lewis, Geo, Pontypridd, Glamorgan, Builder. April 27 at 1, at the 
Angel Hotel, Cardiff. 

Lorimier, Anthony, John-st, Bedford-sq, Bookbinder. April 20 at 3, at 
offices of Mayhew, Poultry. 

Manbre, Alexander, Booth-st, Spitalfields, Sugar Manufacturer. April 
24 at 12, at the Guildhall Coffee-house, Gresham-st. Treherne & 
Wolferston, Ironmonger-lane, Cheapside. 

Maxfield Metcalfe, Grassington, York, Innkeeper. April 29 at 2, at 
offices of Robinson & Robinson, Skipton. 

Milner,  Sgan York, Hay Dealer. April 24 at 11, at office of Grayston, 
jr. York. 

Morphett, Geo Everard. St Leonard’s-on-Sea, Sussex, Schoolmaster. 
April 19 at 2.30, at the Provincial Hotel, Havelock-rd, Hastings. 
Philbrick. 

Newton, Thos, Worksop, Notts, Veterinary Surzeon. April 27 at 12, at 
office of Appleton, Worksop. Burdekin & Co, Sheffield. 

Pape, Wm, Keswick, Cumberland, Butcher. April 24 at 2, at the Court 
House, Cockermouth. Lowthian, Keswick. 

Preston, Robt, Little Bolton, Lancaster, Flour Dealer. April 24 at 3, at 
office of Dawson, Exchange-st East, Bolton. 

Randall, Geo, Seacombe, Chester. April 24 at 3, at offices of Harris, 
Union-ct, Castle-st, Lpool. 

Richards, Morgan, Dinas, Glamorgan, Licensed Victualler. April 20.at 
1, at the New Inn Hotel, Pontypridd. Vhomas, Pontypridd. 

Richards, Wm, Cardiff, Glamorgan, Cardiff Pilot. April 21 at 2, at offices 
of Bidgood, Arcade-chambers, Cardiff. Yorath. 

Robertson, John, Manch, Joiner, April 24 at 3. at offices of Nicholson 
& Milne, Norfolk-st. Manch. Walmsly, Manch. 

Rogers, Hy, Chester, Carver. April 22 at 12, at offices of Hostage & 
Co, St John-st, Chester. 

Stafford, Thos, Birm, Grocer. April 27 at 12, at offices of Lamas & Co, 
Cannon-st, Birm. Griffin, Birm. 

Swales, Robt, Leeds, Engineer, April 22 at 10, at offices of Hargreaves, 
Market-st, Bradtord. 

Thomson, Jas Sword, Lpool, General Broker. April 25 at 11, at offices 
of Kemp & Co, The Temple, Dale-st, Lpool. 

Timmins, Sam John, Pensnett, Stafford, Butty Collier, April 24 at 11, 
at offices of Collis, Market-st, Stourbridge, 

Vine, Alfred, Eastbourne, Sussex, Grocer. April 21 at 3, at offices of 
Carter & Bell, Leadenhall-st. 

Vinnell, Giles, Shepton Mallett, Somerset, Stonemason. April 22 at 12, 
at office of Hobbs, Chamberlain-st, Wells. 

Watson, Eliz, Cheetham, Manch, Grocer, April 26 at 5, at the Clarence 
Hotel, Spring-gardens, Manch, Leigh, Manch. 

Webster, Joshua, Gaythorn, Manch. Fellmonger. April 27 at 3, at the 
Clarence Hotel, Spring-gardens, Manch. Cooper &,Sons, Manch. 

Westcott, Philip, Cavendish-sq, Marylebone, Artist. April 28 at 12, 
at offices of Satchell & Chapple, Queen’s-st, Cheapside. 

Whittaker, Wm, New-st, Dorsst-sq, Grocer, April 27 at 3, at offices of 
Izard & Betts, Eastcheap. Carter & Bell, Leadenhall-st. 

Wildman, Jas, Bedford, Tailor. April 24 at 2, at office of Stimson, 
Mill-st, Bedford. 

Wilson, Thos Wm, Ringmer, Sussex, Grocer. April 26 at 2, at offices 
of Smith & Co, Bread-st, Cheadside. Lamb, Brighton. 

Wire, John, Stratford, Essex, Builder, April 24 at 12, at office of Mas- 
sey, Bedford-row, Holborn. 

Wright, Wm, Pensnett, Stafford, Miner. April 24 at 11, at offices of 
Collis, Market-st, Stourbridge. 

Young, Wm Dimsdale, Birm, Comm Agent. April 24 at 3, at office of 
Jaques, Cherry-st, Birm. 








RESHAM LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 
37, OLD JEWRY, LONDON, E.C. 


SOLICITORS are invited to introduce, on behalf of their clients, Pro- 
posals for Loans or. Freehold or Leasehold Property, Reversions, Life 
Interests, or other adequate securities. 

Proposals may be made in the first instance according to the following 
form :— 

‘ Prorosar ror Loan on MortGaces, 

AL ...000 

Introduced by (state name and address of solicitor) 

Amount required £ 

Time and mode of repayment (i.e., whether for a term certain, or by 
annual or other payments) 

Security (stale shortly the particulars of security, and, if land or build- 
trys, state the net annual income). 

State what Life Policy (if any) is proposed to be effected with the 
Gresham Office in connection with the security. 


By order of the Board, 
F, ALLAN CURTIS, Actuary and Secretary. 


NPRECEDENTED EASTER NOVELTIES 
at the ROYAL POLYTECHNIC. —* Snow, Ice, and Glaciers,” 
with Wondrous and Experimental I\iustrations, introduced in Professor 
Pepper’s New Entertainment.—Musical Combinations produced from 
sixteen drums, played by Herr Julius Weiffenbach (in German military 
costume) unaided, and showing his command over these instruments. 
—A Life-like Figure, a 14 “ Lulu,” springs thirty feet high ; and Signor 
Valentine performs his evolutions on the Slack Wire; illustrative of 
Mr. J. L. King’s discourse on the * Art of Balancing,’”’—Humorous and 
Facial Entertainment, By George Grossmith, Esq., Jun, Madame 
Bousfield’s Life-like Illustrations of Collins’ Ode to the Passiens, with 
the other Entertainments.—One Shilling. 


BILLS OF COMPLAINT. 
ILLS of COMPLAINT, 5/6 per page for 20 
copies, from which price a large discount will be allowed if cash 
is paid insmediately on completion of order, 
Yarvs & Atyxaxpyn, Law Printers, Symonds-inn, Chancery-lane. 











